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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAN  327 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1950.  Provides  vl, 074, 000, 000  for  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  program,  for  the  period  April  13,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  and  03,628,380,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1950;  945,000,000 
for  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey;  9912,500,000  for  the  Army  Department 
for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas;  and  9110,000  for  liquidation 
of  the  affairs  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation. 
Authorizes  the  President  to  transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency 
any  function  or  functions  provided  for  under  the  appropriation  for  govern¬ 
ment  and  relief  in  occupied  areas,  and  provides  for  transfer  of  funds  and 
property  in  connection  "with  the  transfer  of  such  functions •  Authorizes 
the  Army  Department,  during  the  fiscal  year  1950,  to  produce  anhydrous 
ammonia  in  certain  of  its  ordnance  plants  for  the  manufacture  cf  nitro¬ 
genous  fertilizer  materials  or  compounds  for  use  in  the  occupied  countries 
or  for  sale  to  Korea. 
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INDEX  AID  SUC. 'ARY  OF  HISTORY  ON  H.  R.  4830 


April  25,  1949 

April  27,  1949 
May  23,  1949 

May  25,  1949 
May  26,  1949 

May  27,  1949 

June  8,  1949 
June  10,  1949 
June  12,  1949 

July  12,  1949 

July  14,  1949 
July  18,  1949 
July  22,  1949 

July  25,  1949 

July  26,  1949 

July  27,  1949 


Documents:  The  estimates  upon  which  the  bill  is  based 
are  contained  in  House  Documents  Nos.  lo7,  172  aid  181. 

Hearings:  House,  II.  R.  4830. 

House  Committee  on  Appropriations  reported  H.  R,  4830. 

House  Report  657.  Committee  print  of  the  bill.  Print  of 
the  bill  and  report  as  reported. 

House  Rules  Committee  reported  K.  Res.  228  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  4830.  House  Report  679. 

House  debated  and  passed  H.  R.  4830.  Passed,  193-27,  with 
amendments.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gary  to  permit 
the  amount  to  be  used  during  the  period  ending  May  15, 

1950. 

Print  of  II.  R.  4830  as  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  i. 

.  *  * 

♦ 

Hearings:  Senate,  H.  R.  4630. 

Frint  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Thomas. 

Senate  Committee  reported  H.  R.  4830  with  amendments. 

Senate  Report  655.  Print  of  the  'ill  as  reported. 

Prints  of  amendments  proposed  by  Senators  McClellan,  Bridges, 

I  cCarran,  and  Thomas. 

* 

Prints  of  amendments  proposed  by  Senator  Thomas. 

Print  of  an  anendment  proposed  by  Senator  McCarran. 

House  debate  began.  There  was  discussion  of  agricultural 
core  odities  at  several  points  during  the  debate. 

House  debate  continued. 

Prints  of  amend:  ents  proposed  by  senators  ..  cCarran,  Kem 
and  Knowland. 

1  House  debate  continued.  Rejected,  37-41,  a  committee 
amendment  to  decrease  the  SCA  item,  for  the  period  from 
April  19  to  June  30,  1949  from  jl, 074, 000, 000  to  ^1,000,000,000. 

House  debate  continued.  Senator  Lucas  made  a  point  of  order 
on  the  McClellan  amendment  which  would  earmark  funds  so 
that  the  amounts  estimated  for  purchase-  of  agricultural 
commodities  could  be  used  for  that  purpose  and  no  other • 

This  point  of  order  was  sustained,  and  the  entire  bill  was 
automatically  referred  back  to  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Print  of  the  bill  as  recommitted  to  the  Senate  Committee. 
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July  28,  1949 
o'.-,.  29 J  1  w 
July  30,  1949 
August  1,  1949 

August  3  3  1949 

August  4j  1949 

August  5,  1949 

August  o,  1949 

August  9,  1949 
September  28,  1949 
September  29,  1949 
October  6,  1949 


Senator  Knowland  moved  to  reconsider  the  vote  sustaining 
the  point  of  order. 

Senate  discussed  the  vote  ro  reconsider,  and  waive  the 
point  of  order.  Senator  Byrd  objected  to  it. 

Senate  Committee  reported  H.  It.  4330  with  amendments. 

Senate  Report  812.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

vice  President  Barkley  announced  that  he  is  still  consider¬ 
ing  the  parliamentary  questions  regarding-  debate  on  the 
bill.  Sens.  -- cKellar  and  Bridges  submitted  notices  of 
motions  to  suspend  the  rules  on  this  bill. 

Prints  of  amendments  proposed  by  Senators  Bridges  and 
cliellar . 

Senate  continued  debate,  ^he  -ice  President  ruled  out  of 
order  L'cClellan’s  proposal  (that  90,9  of  the  amounts  estima¬ 
ted  for  agricultural  commodities  sral1  not  be  available  for 
other  financing)  on  the  Basis  that  the  rule  voilates  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  Shis  decision  was  sustain¬ 
ed  by  a  vote  of  52  -  32. 

Prints  of  amendments  proposed  by  Senator  I-cCleilan. 

Senate  continued  debate. 

rrint  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Ken. 

Senate  continued  debate.  Rejected,  33—39,  a  motion  bo 
suspend  the  rules  and  agree  to  the  BcClellan  amendment  re¬ 
garding  purchase  of  lgricultural  commodities.  Agreed  to 
an  amendment  by  Sen.  -homas  to  authorize  the  Army  to  operate 
plants  for  production  of  nitrogenous  fertiliser  materials 
to  be  used  in  occupied  countries.  Discussed  purchases  of 
alcohol  and  molasses  by  British  and  shipment  of  fertilizer 
to  Greece. 

Senate  debate  concluded.  Passed,  63-7,  ith  mendr.ents • 

Senate  conferees  appointed. 

Print  of  the  bill  .'ith  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered. 
House  discussed  Senate  amendments.  House  conferees  appointed. 
House  received  the  conference  report.  ouse  Rept.  1354. 

Both  houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report. 

Approved.  Public  La1;;  327. 
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81st  Congress  1  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Document 
1st  Session  f  j  No.  167 


ESTIMATES  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR  EXPENSES  OF  THE 
EUROPEAN  RECOVERY  PROGRAM 


COMMUNICATION 

FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

ESTIMATES  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  PERIOD  APRIL  3,  1949, 
THROUGH  JUNE  30,  1950,  IN  THE  TOTAL  AMOUNT  OF  $5,272,200,000, 
FOR  EXPENSES  OF  THE  EUROPEAN  RECOVERY  PROGRAM 


April  25,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  and  ordered  to  be 

printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  April  22,  19^9. 
The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress  estimates  of  appropriation  for  the  period  April  3,  1949, 
through  June  30,  1950,  in  the  total  amount  of  $5,272,200,000,  for  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  European  recovery  program. 

The  Congress,  by  extending  the  authorization  under  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  for  an  additional  15  months,  has  indicated  its  con¬ 
tinued  recognition  of  the  need  to  assist  the  free  peoples  of  Europe  to 
achieve  economic  stability.  I  urge  that  the  Congress  speedily  appro¬ 
priate  the  necessary  funds  to  carry  forward  this  vital  aspect  of  our 
foreign  policy. 

The  details  of  the  estimates  are  set  forth  in  the  letter  of  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  transmitted  herewith,  in  whose  comments 
and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Harry  S.  Truman. 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  April  22,  1949. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith  for  your  consideration 
estimates  of  appropriation  for  the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June 
30,  1950,  totaling  $5,272,200,000,  for  expenses  of  the  European  re¬ 
covery  program,  as  follows: 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949 
(Public  Law  47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30, 
1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes 
of  this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $6,000);  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage  claims 
pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672);  health  service  program  as  authorized  by 
law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150) ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $6,000);  exchange  of  funds 
without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange; 
$1,074,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  available  for  expenditures 
of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the 
Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shal^make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify, 
and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the  aggregate  shall 
be  available  from  this  appropriation  and  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the 
Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during  the 
period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949 
(Public  Law  47),  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  i 950,  including  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to 
exceed  $30,000) ;  purchase  (not  to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  ve¬ 
hicles;  maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage  claims 
pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ;  health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.  S.  C.  150);  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000);  exchange  of  funds 
without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange; 
$4,198,200,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  expenditures 
of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the 
Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify, 
and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 
merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods,  and  such  consoli¬ 
dated  appropriation  may  be  used  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations 
herein  specified:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such  consoli¬ 
dated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses  during  the 
fiscal  year  1950. 

These  estimates  of  appropriation  are  to  provide  funds  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47),  which  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  of  $1,150,000,000  for  the  period  April  3,  1949,  to  June  30, 
1949,  and  $4,280,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950. 

Since  February  1949,  when  the  estimates  contained  in  the  authoriz¬ 
ing  law  were  submitted  to  the  Congress,  a  number  of  developments 
have  occurred  which  affect  the  amount  of  funds  required.  The  most 
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important  of  these  developments  is  the  price  decline  in  the  United 
States.  As  a  result  of  these  changes,  the  appropriation  estimates 
now  recommended  are  $157,800,000  below  the  amounts  authorized 
for  appropriation. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  estimate  he  transmitted  to  the 
Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Frank  Pace,  Jr., 

Director  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. 
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81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  )  1  No.  172 


SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIMATE  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR 
THE  NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT — DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 


COMMUNICATION 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIMATE  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1950  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $1,000,000,000  FOR  THE 
NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT— DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  ARMY 


May  5,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered 

to  be  printed 


The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  5,  1949. 


The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  for  the  consideration  of 
)  Congress  a  supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  in  the  amount  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment — Department  of  the  Army. 

The  details  of  this  estimate,  the  necessity  therefor,  and  the  reasons 
for  its  submission  at  this  time  are  set  forth  in  the  letter  of  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  transmitted  herewith,  in  whose  comments 
and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Harry  S.  Truman. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

Washington  25,  D.  C\,  May  4,  1949. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith  for  your  consideration  a 
supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  in 
the  amount  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment — Department  of  the  Army,  as  follows: 
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National  Military  Establishment 
Department  op  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  meet  the  responsibilities 
and  obligations  of  the  United  States  in  connection  with  the  government  or  occu¬ 
pation  of  certain  foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations  and  limitations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition, 
personal  allowances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not  to  exceed 
those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military  or  civilian  personnel),  and  fees 
incident  to  instruction  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may 
be  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation;  travel  expenses  and 
transportation;  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150);  payment  of  claims  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview  and  review  expenses 
incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to  the  operation  of  schools  for  American  chil¬ 
dren;  printing  and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  and 
aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities,  facilities,  and  appurte¬ 
nances;  contingencies  for  the  United  States  commanders,  commissioners,  or 
other  administrators  of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  concerned) ;  such  minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations 
of  such  areas  as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest,  preju¬ 
dicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished;  and  such  supplies,  commodities, 
and  equipment  as  may  be  essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation ; 
$1,000,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses :  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the  armed  forces  are  employed 
primarily  for  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel 
allowances  to  which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  herefrom:  Provided  further, 
That  the  general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  for 
the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures 
made  by  that  Department  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further ,  That  expendi¬ 
tures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside  continental  United  States, 
when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136, 
3648,  and  3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classification  laws, 
or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of  any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States:  Provided  further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made, 
when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  section  3709,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  and  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress):  Provided  further,  That  expenditures  may  be  made 
hereunder  for  the  purposes  of  economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in 
such  manner  as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated 
hereunder  and  unexpended  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the 
United  States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available,  may  be 
expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of  such  commodities  and  technical 
services,  and  commodities  procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated 
for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered  to  such  an  area 
prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  may  be  necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That  before  any  such  assistance 
is  made  available,  an  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States 
and  the  recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such  area  containing 
such  undertakings  by  such  government  or  authority  as  the  President  may  deter¬ 
mine  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such  agreement  shall,  when 
applicable,  include  requirements  and  undertakings  corresponding  to  the  require¬ 
ments  and  undertakings  specified  in  sections  5,  C,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Act 
of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17,  1947):  Provided  further,  That 
service  of  an  individual  rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or  employment  bringing 
such  individual  within  the  provisions  of  sections  281  or  283  of  Title  18,  U.  S. 
Code,  of  section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of  section  19  (e)  of  the 
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Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or  of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restric¬ 
tions,  requirements,  or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  compensation  in  connection 
with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or  matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  practicable, 
and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from 
United  States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan  and  the  Ryukyus 
for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to,  or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary 
nonprofit  relief  agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages  consigned  to  individuals 
residing  in  such  countries:  Provided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations 
to  be  prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned  shall  fix  and 
pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean  transportation  of  all  relief  packages 
of  food  or  other  general  classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates  charged  by  particu¬ 
lar  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments 
made  by  individuals  to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  established  pursuant  to  provisions  of  section 
124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall  have  the 
same  duties,  powers,  and  responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs  carried  out 
by  appropriations  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  as  it  has  with 
respect  to  programs  under  said  Act:  Provided  further,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or  functions  provided 
for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  such  unobligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without 
reimbursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from  which  procured, 
such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to 
relate  primarily  to  any  function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so 
transferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained  herein  or 
under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of  the  department  or  agency 
concerned. 


This  estimate  of  appropriation  would  provide  the  necessary  supplies 
and  services  to  minimize  disease  and  unrest  in  occupied  areas  and 
would  continue  the  economic  rehabilitation  programs  in  Japan  and 
the  Ryukyu  Islands.  In  addition,  it  provides  the  costs  of  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  programs. 

With  respect  to  bizonal  Germany,  funds  contained  in  this  appropri¬ 
ation  are  complementary  to  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion  program  for  Germany. 

The  appropriation  language  as  modified  above  is  necessary  in  order 
to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  responsibilities  for  the  administration  of 
occupied  areas  to  such  governmental  departments  or  agencies  as 
would  be  involved  when  occupation  would  terminate  or  upon  the 
establishment  of  local  government. 

Submission  of  this  estimate  has  been  withheld  until  this  time  in 
order  to  take  advantage  of  latest  trends  in  commodity  prices  and  to 
make  certain  of  the  coordination  of  programs  between  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Army  and  of  State  and  with  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration. 

I  recommend  that  the  foregoing  estimate  be  transmitted  to  the 
Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Frank  Pace,  Jr., 

Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIM4TE  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR 
ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  A  IS  D  TURKEY 


COMMUNICATION 


FEOM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TBANSMITTINO 

SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIMATE  OF  APPROPRIATION  FOR  THE  FISCAL 
YEAR  1950,  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $50,000,000,  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 


May  19,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to 

be  printed 


MThe  White  House, 
Washington,  May  19,  19j9. 

The  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  transmit  herewith  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress  a  supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950  in  the  amount  of  $50,000,000  for  additional  assistance  to 
Greece  and  Turkey. 

The  details  of  the  estimate,  the  necessity  therefor,  and  the  reasons 
for  its  submission  at  this  time  are  set  forth  in  the  letter  of  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  transmitted  herewith,  in  whose  comments 
and  observations  thereon  I  concur. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Harry  S.  Truman. 


2  SUPPLEMENTAL  ESTIMATE  FOR  AID  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  May  18,  1949. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

Sir:  I  have  the  honor  to  submit  herewith  for  your  consideration  a 
supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  in  the 
amount  of  $50,000,000  for  additional  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey, 
as  follows: 


FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 


ASSISTANCE  TO  OBEECEfANlI  TURKEY 


For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,”  as  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947  (61  Slat.  103),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be 
available  immediately,  $50,000,000,  which,  together  with  the  amounts  heretofore 
appropriated  under  this  head,  shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950:  and  the 
existing  limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1949, 
on  the  amount  available  for  administrative  expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect  : 
and  the  existing  limitation  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from  '‘$400,000’’  to  “$425,000”: 
Provided ,  That  said  limitations  shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expanses  of 
the  Department  of  State. 


The  Congress  has  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $675,000,000  for 
assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  of  which  amount  $625,000,000  lias 
already  been  appropriated.  The  $50,000,000  herein  requested  will 
complete  the  appropriation  of  funds  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

The  additional  funds  are  urgently  needed  to  permit  the  uninter¬ 
rupted  flow  of  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey.  Substantial  progress 
has  been  made  in  the  repression  of  guerrilla  operations  in  Greece. 
However,  further  United  States  assistance  is  required  to  enable  the 
Greek  Government  to  restore  internal  security,  which  is  essential  to 
rehabilitation  and  reconstruction.  The  additional  aid  for  Turkey 
would  further  increase  the  ability  of  this  Nation  to  maintain  its  ter¬ 
ritorial  integrity  and  to  continue  as  a  stabilizing  force  in  the  Near 
East. 


This  supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  will  be  taken  into  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  recommendation  for  funds  for  the  military-assistance 
program,  the  authorization  for  which  is  expected  to  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  in  the  near  future. 

1  recommend  that  the  foregoing  estimate  be  transmitted  to  tlm 
Congress. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Frank  Pace,  Jr., 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
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NOTIFF*  This  is  given  out  subject  to  release  when  con- 
V71  IvJj,  sideration  of  it  has  been  completed  by  the  Whole 
Committee.  Please  check  on  such  action  before  release  in  order  to 
be  advised  of  any  changes. 
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IN  TIIE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  23, 1949 

Mr.  Gary,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following  bill ; 
which  was  committed' to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 


FUND*  APPEOPE IATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 


ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 


For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
$6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  lie  vised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,074,- 
000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than 
entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think 
it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the 
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aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appropriation  and 
the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during 
the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 
this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 
to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  TT.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ; 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Devised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  ^4',O15,9OO,00^ot 
which  not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  enter¬ 
tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 
advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be 
deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified : 
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Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 
merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods, 
and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during 
the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950. 


ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
Tor  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  he  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  $50,000,000,  which,  together  with  the 
amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head,  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000"  to  “$425,000” :  Provided,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 


Department  of  State. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 


NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 
and  limitations  as  may  he  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allow¬ 
ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day) ,  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 
or  civilian  personnel ) ,  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  he 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C. 
2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
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1  exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 

2  and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to 

3  the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 

4  and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
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and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 
facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  he  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  he  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 

•VV 

and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  he  x\ 


essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
949, 600, 00^;  of  which  not  to  exceed  JflS-ZOQ, OQO^shall 


he  available  for  administrative  expenses:  Provided,  That  the 
general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  Depart¬ 
ment  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside 
continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  "Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi- 
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cation  laws,  vr  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 
further ,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3709,  Eevised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
expenditures  may  he  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 
as  to  he  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
further ,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  he  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  he 
necessary  to  assist  in  (he  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the 
recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
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area  containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes :  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Poreign  Aid 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17, 
1947)  :  Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  he  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  of 
section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  he  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  •  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
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and  the  Eyukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
Eyukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 
functions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there 
shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such 
unobligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  anv  funds  so  trans- 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned. 
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TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  he  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
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1  United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 

2  the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria- 

3  tion  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and, 

4  upon  conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 

5  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 

6  further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition 

7  to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing 

8  law. 

9  Sec.  202.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid 

o 

10  Appropriation  Act,  1950”. 
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May  23,  1949. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Gary,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

LTo  accompany  H.  R.  4830] 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  submits  the  following  report  in 
explanation  of  the  accompanying  bill  making  appropriations  for 
foreign  aid  for  the  period  beginning  April  3,  1949,  and  ending  June 
30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  estimates  upon  which  the  bill  is  based  are  contained  in  House 
Documents  Nos.  167,  172,  and  181. 

SCOPE  AND  PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  bill  as  drawn  is  the  result  of  committee  consideration  of  cer¬ 
tain  activities  contemplated  under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  and  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  in  addition  to  estimates  for  financing 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas. 

Summary  of  Estimates  and  Appropriations 

The  total  of  budget  estimates  considered  for  foreign  aid  and  reha¬ 
bilitation  activities  encompassed  in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1950 
is  $5,248,200,000.  The  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  is 
$4,468,470,000,  a  reduction  of  $779,730,000  below  the  budget  estimates. 
In  addition,  the  committee  considered  a  supplemental  request  for  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  of  $1,074,000,000  for  the  last 
quarter  of  fiscal  year  1949.  In  this  connection,  it.  should  be  noted 
that  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year  1949  con¬ 
tains  the  following  proviso : 

Provided,  That  the  entire  amount  may  be  apportioned  for  obligation  or  may  be 
obligated  and  expended,  if  the  President,  after  recommendation  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  deems  such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  said  Act, 
during  the  period  ending  April  2,  1949,  *  *  *. 
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On  the  basis  of  this  authority,  the  Administrator  has  obligated,  as 
of  April  2,  1949,  virtually  the  entire  appropriation  of  $4,000,000,000, 
together  with  the  $1,000,000,000  provided  for  under  section  111  (c)  (2) 
of  Public  Law  472  (80th  Cong.)  for  loans  to  participating  countries 
on  agreed  credit  terms.  The  committee  is  recommending  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  supplemental  request  in  its  entirety. 

When  the  supplemental  request  for  the  Economic  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  taken  into  consideration,  the  total  of  appropriations 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  together  with  that  portion  of  the  ECA 
appropriation  applicable  to  the  fourth  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1948,  for 
items  included  in  the  bill,  is  $6, 599, (">00,000,  which  is  $2,130,530,000 
more  than  the  total  of  $4,468,470,000  recommended  by  the  committee 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950. 

Economic  Cooperation 

As  above  indicated,  the  bill  includes  two  items  for  economic  coop¬ 
eration  in  Europe,  namely,  $1,074,000,000  for  the  fourth  quarter  of  the 
current  fiscal  year  and  $3,568,470,000  for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year  or  a 
total  of  $4,642,470,000  for  the  15-month  period.  When  the  amount  of 
$3,568,470,000  recommended  for  1950  is  compared  with  the  current 
appropriation  allocated  on  a  fiscal  year  basis,  there  is  reflected  a  de¬ 
crease  of  over  26  percent.  The  recommended  appropriation  for  the 
fiscal  year  1950  is  15  percent  below  the  budget  estimate  for  that  period. 

The  committee  wishes  to  express  its  satisfaction  with  the  manner 
in  which  this  program  has  been  administered  since  its  inception  on 
April  2,  1948,  and  feels  that  the  country  as  a  whole  owes  to  both  Mr. 
Paul  G.  Hoffman,  the  Administrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration,  and  his  able  staff  a  debt  of  gratitude  in  this  great 
undertaking.  The  data  supplied  to  the  committee  and  the  assistance 
rendered  by  officials  of  ECA  to  the  committee  and  the  committee  staff 
were  characteristic  of  the  businesslike  efficiency  of  the  organization. 
The  committee  is  recommending  this  appropriation  with  confidence 
that  it  is  being  properly  and  efficiently  administered  and  in  the  sincere 
belief  that  the  European  recovery  plan  as  originally  conceived  by  the 
former  Secretary  of  State,  the  Honorable  George  C.  Marshall,  can 
accomplish  its  purpose  within  the  period  provided  for  in  the  enabling 
legislation  to  the  benefit  and  security  of  the  United  States  and  the 
world  as  a  whole.  Undoubtedly  a  considerable  portion  of  the  credit 
for  the  success  of  the  program  is  attributable  to  its  nature.  Previous 
aid  to  European  and  other  nations  was  made  generally  on  the  basis  of 
grants  with  little  or  no  specified  responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  re¬ 
cipient  country  in  the  economical  and  efficient  distribution  and  use  of 
that  aid  within  its  borders.  The  aid  being  provided  under  the  current 
legislation  places  primary  responsibility  on  the  recipient  participat¬ 
ing  countries,  both  individually  and  collectively. 

PROGRESS  OF  EUROPEAN  RECOVERY 

Much  progress  has  been  made  to  date  toward  European  recovery. 
Agricultural  and  industrial  production  have  been  steadily  rising.  Liv¬ 
ing  standards  are  improving,  and  morale  in  Europe  generally  is  higher 
than  at  any  time  since  the  war  ended.  Despite  these  favorable  aspects 
inadequate  progress  has  been  demonstrated  in  certain  features  of  the 
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program.  The  aid  being  extended  by  the  United  States  is  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  but  vital  factor  in  the  aggregate  of  what  must  be  produced 
and  accomplished  for  Europe  to  become  self-supporting  by  June  30, 
1952.  The  progress  made  toward  recovery  up  to  now  is  largely 
attributable  to  the  efforts  made  by  Europeans  themselves,  and  the 
success  or  failure  to  achieve  adequate  recovery  by  1952  will  also  depend 
principally  upon  the  efforts  made  in  Europe.  Continued  aid  in 
declining  volume  by  the  United  States  will,  however,  be  an  indis¬ 
pensable  factor.  It  is  vital  during  the  coming  year  that  European 
efforts  be  maximized,  since  otherwise  American  aid  cannot  be  pro¬ 
ductive  of  optimum  or  adequate  results. 

To  this  end  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  participating  European  coun¬ 
tries  to  take  prompt  and  tangible  steps  in  reducing  trade  barriers. 
The  reduction  of  tariffs  and  the  elimination  of  controls,  licensing, 
and  other  governmental  restrictions  upon  the  movement  of  goods  and 
upon  individual  business  judgment  and  initiative  are  vital  to  economic 
rehabilitation. 

It  is  essential  that  fiscal  policies  of  the  participating  countries 
be  reformed  to  the  extent  necessary  to  stabilize  currencies,  and  that 
collections  of  tax  levies  be  enforced  so  as  to  support  balanced  budgets. 

The  expansion  of  production,  consumption,  and  trade  in  Europe 
and  throughout  the  world  must  continue  during  the  period  of  the 
European  recovery  program  and  after  it  has  ended  if  the  objectives 
of  the  program  are  to  be  realized.  It  would  seem  important  that 
care  be  exercised  that  any  tendencies  on  the  part  of  participating 
countries  to  indulge  in  uneconomic  self-sufficiency  are  not  implemented 
by  the  investment  of  aid  funds,  or  funds  contributing  to  requirements 
for  aid,  in  inordinately  high-cost  industrial  or  agricultural  productive 
facilities. 

If  the  participating  nations  will  strongly  encourage  their  business  in¬ 
terests  to  reduce  costs  and  to  make  vigorous  efforts  by  utilizing  modern 
marketing  techniques  to  expand  sales  to  hard  currency  areas,  external 
aid  requirements  may  thereby  be  reduced. 

The  committee,  therefore,  wishes  to  urge  upon  the  Administrator 
that  while  neither  this  committee  nor  the  Congress  has  any  desire  to 
impose  its  thoughts  and  plans,  or  to  interfere  with  the  internal  and 
sovereign  affairs  of  the  participating  nations,  every  effort  must  be 
exerted  to  assist  western  Europe  to  develop  more  as  an  economic  unit 
rather  than  as  a  number  of  smaller,  isolated  economic  entities. 

It  is  appreciated  that  some  progress  has  been  made  in  the  removal  of 
trade  barriers  and  travel  of  peoples  among  the  participating  countries. 
However,  it  would  seem  to  the  committee  that  if  the  program  is  to  be 
the  success  originally  planned,  cooperative  efforts  to  a  far  greater 
extent  than  has  been  in  evidence  to  this  date  should  be  made. 

Another  matter  which  the  committee  desires  to  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Administrator  is  that  of  tourism.  The  committee  is  not  con¬ 
vinced  that  sufficient  effort  is  being  made  by  the  responsible  agencies 
of  this  Government  to  increase  tourism  in  western  Europe  by  pro¬ 
viding  reasonable  and  adequate  transportation.  There  undoubtedly 
are  in  this  country  tens  of  thousands  of  individuals  who  are 
anxious  to  visit  Europe  but  cannot  do  so  because  of  present  high 
costs  of  transportation.  Every  agency  of  the  Government  should 
bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  this  is  a  program  of  the  United  States  and 
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its  people  rather  than  a  program  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration.  It  is  recommended  that  the  Maritime  Commission  make  a 
study  as  to  the  feasibility  and  possibility  of  converting  a  number  of 
surplus  vessels  into  one-class  accommodations  with  a  view  to  providing 
adequate  transportation  at  reasonable  cost.  It  is  also  urged  that  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  make  a  similar  study  with  the  same  purpose 
in  view  in  regard  to  air  transportation.  If  these  arrangements  can¬ 
not  be  made  under  existing  legislation,  such  legislation  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  should  be  recommended  to  the  Congress.  While  it  is  true  that  at 
the  present  time  adequate  living  accommodations  are  not  available  in 
many  of  the  European  countries,  such  accommodations  undoubtedly 
would  be  constructed  provided  there  was  some  assurance  of  reducing 
cost  and  restrictions  of  travel.  This  increase  in  tourism  would  not 
only  provide  the  necessary  dollars  to  the  participating  countries,  but 
also  would  ease  the  burden  on  the  taxpayer  in  that  a  portion  of  the 
European  dollar  shortage  would  be  supplied  by  those  who  can  alford 
trips  to  western  Europe. 

Too  small  an  appropriation  would  be  disastrous.  Less  than  enough 
would  be  worse  than  nothing  as  it  would  result  in  draining  our  own 
resources  without  compensating  return.  Such  return  can  only  result 
from  continuing  the  momentum  of  recovery  in  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries.  It  was  testified,  and  the  committee  concurs,  that  fiscal  year  1950 
is  the  crucial  year  in  this  program.  Excessive  reductions  will  impair 
the  dollar-earning  capacity  of  the  participating  countries,  resulting  in 
a  serious  threat  to  the  success  of  the  program,  not  only  in  1950,  but  in 
subsequent  years  as  well. 


ALLOCATION  OF  FUNDS 

The  committee  wishes  to  reiterate  the  position  of  the  Congress,  as 
expressed  in  the  authorizing  legislation,  to  the  effect  that  this  country 
is  not  committing  itself  to  furnish  any  specific  amount  or  any  partic¬ 
ular  commodity  to  any  recipient  country.  The  amount  is  appropriated 
as  a  lump  sum  to  be  allocated  by  the  Administrator  in  such  manner  as 
to  produce  the  greatest  recovery  in  all  the  countries  at  the  minimum 
cost.  Of  the  amounts  contained  in  the  budget  estimate  for  the  balance  ( 
of  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  amount  of  $1,062,975,000  is  estimated  for 
direct  aid  and  the  remainder  of  $11,025,000  for  other  assistance  and  for 
administration.  Of  the  amount  of  $4,198,200,000  contained  in  the 
budget  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1950,  the  amount  of  $4,122,200,000  is 
estimated  for  direct  aid  and  the  remainder  of  $76,000,000  for  other 
assistance  and  administrative  purposes. 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turret 

The  committee  has  approved  an  estimate  of  $50,000,000  for  con¬ 
tinued  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  which  is  required  pending 
action  on  the  general  military-assistance  program.  The  item  is  best 
explained  in  the  following  excerpt  from  the  President’s  message  trans¬ 
mitting  the  estimate  to  Congress : 

The  Congress  has  authorized  the  appropriation  of  $675,000,000  for  assistance 
to  Greece  and  Turkey,  of  which  amount  $625,000,000  has  already  been  appro¬ 
priated.  The  $50,000,000  herein  requested  will  complete  the  appropriation  of 
funds  authorized  by  the  Congress. 
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The  additional  funds  are  urgently  needed  to  permit  the  uninterrupted  flow 
of  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey.  Substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
the  repression  of  guerrilla  operations  in  Greece.  However,  further  United  States 
assistance  is  required  to  enable  the  Greek  Government  to  restore  internal 
security,  which  is  essential  to  rehabilitation  and  reconstruction.  The  additional 
aid  for  Turkey  would  further  increase  the  ability  of  this  nation  to  maintain  its 
territorial  integrity  and  to  continue  as  a  stabilizing  force  in  the  Near  East. 

This  supplemental  estimate  of  appropriation  will  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  the  recommendation  for  funds  for  the  military-assistance  program,  the  author¬ 
ization  for  which  is  expected  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  in  the  near  future. 

Government  and  Relief  and  Economic  Rehabilitation  in  Occupied 

Areas 

The  budget  estimate  of  $1,000,000,000  for  government,  and  relief  in 
occupied  areas  (GARIOA),  and  for  economic  rehabilitation  in  Japan 
and  the  Ryukyu  Islands  contemplates  an  expenditure  slightly  in 
excess  of  $470,000,000  for  bizonal  Germany,  $495,000,000  for  Japan, 
approximately  $26,000,000  for  the  Ryukyus,  and  $6,700,000  for  Aus¬ 
tria.  Of  the  amount  of  $495,000,000  requested  for  Japan,  approxi¬ 
mately  $116,000,000  would  be  devoted  to  economic  rehabilitation  and 
approximately  $379,000,000  would  be  expended  for  military  govern¬ 
ment  and  relief  expenses  designed  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  and 
unrest.  The  budget  estimate  of  $1,000,000,000  for  GARIOA  is  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  amount  of  $850,000,000,  a  reduction  of  15  percent.  The 
requested  limitation  of  $50,000,000  for  administrative  expenses  is  re¬ 
duced  to  $29,750,000,  or  3.5  percent  of  the  total  appropriation  recom¬ 
mended  for  this  activity. 


GERMANY 

With  respect  to  Germany  it  should  be  noted  that  in  addition  to  the 
amount  to  be  available  from  the  appropriation  for  GARIOA  to  meet 
United  States  obligations,  as  the  occupying  power,  to  provide  mini¬ 
mum  supplies  for  the  civilian  population,  funds  for  economic  recovery 
and  rehabilitation  in  Germany  are  also  provided  in  the  general  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  European  recovery  program.  According  to  present 
plans  the  administration  of  our  activities  in  Germany  will  undergo  a 
substantial  revision  about  July  1  of  the  current  calendar  year.  The 
Department  of  the  Army,  under  present  plans,  is  expected  to  transfer 
its  governmental  responsibilities  in  Germany  to  the  State  Department 
and  to  the  ECA.  If  a  German  Government  can  be  established  as 
is  presently  anticipated,  it  will  administer  most  of  the  governmental 
activities  now  under  Army  jurisdiction.  The  authority  over  economic 
assistance  activities,  both  those  of  a  relief  nature  to  be  financed  from 
the  GARIOA  appropriation  and  those  of  an  economic  recovery  nature 
to  be  financed  by  the  ECA  appropriation,  would  be  combined. 

Encouraging  economic  recovery  in  western  Germany  has  been 
achieved  during  the  past  year.  From  a  level  of  approximately  45 
percent  of  prewar  production  prevailing  about  a  year  ago,  produc¬ 
tion  generally  is  running  now  at  approximately  86  percent  of  prewar. 
This  achievement  has  done  much  to  alleviate  tense  and  perhaps  dan¬ 
gerous  conditions  formerly  prevailing. 

In  1947  German  exports  totaled  $250,000,000 ;  in  1948  they  amounted 
to  $680,000,000;  and  in  1949  there  is  a  likelihood  that  exports  will 
exceed  $1,000,000,000.  Notwithstanding  this  level  of  exports,  western 
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Germany  is  still  a  deficit  economy,  and  continued  assistance  from  the 
United  States  is  needed  if  Germany  is  to  become  self-supporting  and 
if  the  European  recovery  program  is  to  succeed. 

JAPAN 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made  since  the  end  of  hostilities  so 
that  now  the  industrial  index  approximates  70  percent  compared  with 
the  prewar  period  1930-34.  Coupled  with  the  devastation  and  disrup¬ 
tion  of  Japanese  economy  itself  is  the  fact  that  trade  in  the  F ar  East 
has  recovered  more  slowly  than  that  of  any  other  part  of  the  world. 
Japan’s  sources  of  supply  for  coking  coal,  iron  ore,  food,  and  a  wide 
variety  of  industrial  raw  materials  continue  to  be  interrupted  because 
of  unsettled  conditions  in  the  Far  East.  Rehabilitation  is  progressing 
steadily,  and  military  officials  anticipate  that  by  a  year  from  now  the 
industrial  index  will  increase  to  approximately  87  percent  of  the 
prewar  base  period. 

Japan  is  a  densely  populated  area  and  was  never  self-sufficient  as 
to  food  requirements.  Its  population  has  been  swollen  by  repatriation 
of  its  nationals  from  colonial  areas  and  the  soil  has  been  depleted 
by  the  production  strains  experienced  during  the  war  years.  There¬ 
fore  it  is  necessary  to  continue  to  furnish  basic  supplies  including 
foodstuffs  and  fertilizer  to  support  the  Japanese  population  in  order 
to  prevent  disease  and  unrest. 

Apart  from  this  basic  program,  funds  are  required  for  economic 
rehabilitation,  including  purchase  of  industrial  raw  materials  as  well 
as  plant  rehabilitation,  so  that  Japan’s  exports  may  be  reconstituted 
and  that  Japan  may  eventually  become  restored  to  economic  self- 
support. 

The  committee  is  inclined  to  the  conclusion  that  some  of  the  exten¬ 
sive  control  and  planning  activities  now  being  carried  on  are  un¬ 
necessary  with  respect  to  Japan’s  recovery  and  constitute  an  actual 
deterrent  to  recovery.  Greater  freedom  to  Japanese  initiative  and 
ingenuity  should  expedite  recovery  and  lessen  the  burden  of  expense 
to  the  United  States. 

Limitations  and  Legislative  Provisions 

The  following  legislative  provision  not  heretofore  carried  in  any 
appropriation  bill  is  recommended : 

On  page  9,  line  14,  in  connection  with  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment,  Government  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas : 

Provided  further,  That  the  President  may  transfer  to  any  other  department  or 
agency  any  function  or  functions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and 
there  shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such  unobligated 
balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reimbursement  and  without  regard  to 
the  appropriation  from  which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any  function  or 
functions  so  transferred ;  and  any  funds  so  transferred  may  be  expended  either 
under  the  authority  contained  herein  or  imder  the  authority  governing  the 
activities  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned. 


COMPARISON  OF  AMOUNTS  IN  BILL  WITH  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1949  AND  ESTIMATES  FOR  1950 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  195  0 


0p0—  OS 

^  I  ■af 
gl&S 

o  u,  n'd 

o  0,0 
T3 


1 

t 

1 

© 

1 

© 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

© 

i 

© 

© 

» 

• 

1 

1 

1 

© 

1 

© 

© 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

© 

i 

©" 

©" 

f 

1 

1 

1 

l 

CO 

i 

© 

CO 

1 

1 

1 

t 

t 

t 

© 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

©** 

i 

©" 

©" 

« 

« 

t 

1 

1 

CM 

i 

to 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

CO 

• 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

« 

1 

& 

1 

i 

i 

i 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

© 

O 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

4 

1 

1 

© 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

1 

© 

o 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

1 

© 

cT 

©~ 

© 

©" 

© 

©" 

1 

1 

© 

o 

© 

r- 

© 

© 

co 

1 

• 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

to 

1 

1 

© 

cT 

TjT 

00 

io" 

©" 

©" 

1 

t 

© 

o 

CO 

to 

CO 

1 

1 

© 

© 

© 

ia 

i—4 

rH 

1 

1 

T»r 

N 

_r 

co" 

1 

1 

cm" 

1 

1 

<& 

1 

1 

i 

+ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

i 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

» 

i 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

l 

• 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

1 

1 

i 

©" 

©" 

©" 

©" 

©" 

©" 

1 

1 

i 

© 

© 

© 

r- 

1 

1 

i 

© 

© 

© 

1 

l 

i 

oo" 

©" 

©" 

oo" 

TjT 

cm" 

1 

1 

i 

CO 

lO 

to 

CO 

f 

1 

i 

lO 

CO 

00 

© 

to 

1 

1 

i 

co" 

t}T 

1—4 

to 

1 

l 

i 

o  05  ^ 

V'\L’S  * 

©  O  o 

8  85* 

o  cJ  ex'-; 

fesaS 

fl  o  o  ^ 
)_i  ©  o  03 
'C 


g"©  - 

o  a‘B 

a§ 

<1  s 


*T3  io 
3  a> 


S| 

Is 

•3 


O 

o 

o 

© 

o 

CM 

oo~ 

05 


O 

o 

o 

© 

o 

o 

© 

tO 


o 

o 

© 

© 

o 

© 

©" 

© 

© 


© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

CM 

00 

CM 


c  - 
c3  T3 

ns  <2 

2fl. 

•§a|| 

II 

q.  © 

S£ 


© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

©" 

© 

© 

tjT 


© 

© 

© 

O 

© 

© 

O" 

© 

© 


© 

© 

© 

©" 

© 

© 

© 


— .  IN 


© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

to 

CM 

CM 


© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

© 

©" 

© 

CO 


© 

© 

© 

©" 

© 

© 

© 

© 

tO 

co 


CO 

a 

< 


g 

o 


G 

s- 


g 

a 

T3 

< 

a 

o, 

05 
03  ^ 
»H  05 
®  rH 

a  „ 

O  (h‘ 

3% 

got 

gS 

8-1 

H 


r— 4 

rH  bO 

a 
.  o 
on 
<d  w 

GQ 

rG 

£© 
'OSS 

2  05 

3  (N  Tji 

t-  05 

a  •'* rH 

•2  £<N 

o  o3  • 

SH  a 

3.2 

£22° 

23  ^ 

CD  -  ~ 
^CMW 

.2W  a 

*ww 

Ph 


© 

Tt< 

© 


© 

co 

<u 

g 

G 

I 

CO 

G 

a 

< 


a 

<D 

6 

jd 

a 

G 

05 


© 

LQ 

© 

i-H 

fH 

G 

<D 

"g 

o 

gq 

<a 


G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

*H 

-2 

bO 

<D 

Ph 


>> 

o 

£h 

G 

Eh 

T3 

G 

G 

<D 

O 

a> 

© 

t-t 

0 


G 

s 


CQ 

05 

o 

t- 

G 

T3 

© 

‘a 

G 

© 

o 

o 


T3 

G 

G 

•4-3 

G 

© 

s 

G 

~ 

© 

> 

O 

O 


© 

a) 

O 

a 

Sh 

G 

a 

© 

► 


G 

G, 

s 

o 

© 


o 

Eh 


G 

© 


<G 


G 

c 


G 

a 

T3 

G 

.2 

h3 

G 

t- 

© 

Ph 

O 

O 

OC5 

TjH 

©  © 


s 

o 

G 

o 

© 

H 


b£) 
*  G 
’£> 
G 
G 

a 

£ 

o 

© 

© 

G 


O 

Eh 


Not  appropriated  funds. 
Carried  in  accompanying  bill. 
Made  immediately  available. 


MINORITY  VIEWS 


The  Appropriations  Committee  this  morning  reported  out  the  for¬ 
eign  economic  aid  bill  in  this  form : 

To  ECA  for  additional  funds  for  the  15-month  period  ending 

June  30,  1949 _ _ _ $1,074,000,000 

To  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year  1950 _ _  3,  568,  470,  000 

To  the  War  Department  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied 

areas _ ; _ _ _ : _ _  850, 000,  000 

The  first  item  of  $1,074,000,000  was  the  full  budget  estimate;  the 
second  item  for  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  was  $629,730,000  below 
the  budget  estimate ;  the  item  for  “Government  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas”  was  reduced  from  $1,000,000,000  to  $850,000,000,  a  cut  of  $150,- 
000,000,  making  total  cuts  for  the  bill  of  $779,000,000  below  the  budget. 

There  was  in  addition,  a  cut  in  the  limitation  of  the  amount  that 
could  be  used  for  personal  services  in  the  “Government  and  relief  in 
occupied  areas”  item  from  $45,000,000  to  $29,000,000  which  is  $21,- 
000,000  below  the  budget  figure.  This,  however,  comes  out  of  the  total 
figure  of  $850,000,000  allowed  and  is  not  a  further  reduction  in  funds. 
It  means  that  more  funds  in  proportion  are  available  for  actual  aid 
rather  than  the  hiring  of  unnecessary  personnel. 

According  to  the  first  statement  which  was  made  to  the  committee 
by  ECA,  the  shipments  for  the  12  months  ending  April  2,  1949,  were 
$3,047,000,000  indicating  a  shipment  of  $250,000,000  a  month  for  the 
first  12  months  of  their  operations.  They  later  changed  these  figures 
to  $3,774,000,000  on  the  basis  of  estimated  shipments  as  distinguished 
from  actual  reports.  Which  is  correct,  the  minority  does  not  know. 
The  latter  figure  makes  shipments  of  $315,000,000  a  month. 

The  over-all  figure  which  the  committee  has  reported  would  allow 
shipments  of  $310,000,000  a  month  for  15  months,  from  April  2,  1949, 
to  June  30,  1950,  as  there  is  carried  to  the  ECA  an  additional  $4,640,- 
000,000  by  the  bill  as  reported. 

At  the  present  time  ECA  has  a  pipe  line  sufficient  to  carry  them  for 
over  3  months  on  any  basis,  and  probably  for  4  months.  That  means 
that  if  shipments  run  $310,000,000  a  month  for  the  15  months  ending 
June  30,  1950,  they  will  still  have  a  pipe  line  available  of  $1,200,000,- 
000  sufficient  to  carry  them  to  the  1st  of  October  or  the  1st  of  Novem¬ 
ber  1950. 

In  addition,  exports  of  all  these  countries  have  been  increasing.  As 
a  result,  they  are  able  to  pay  for  more  imports  with  their  own  re¬ 
sources.  The  situation  in  each  country  is  going  to  be  that  they  will 
have  more  to  do  with  than  they  have  had,  and  recovery  should  proceed 
at  a  more  rapid  pace  than  in  the  last  12  months. 

Moreover,  there  is  a  downward  trend  in  prices  on  account  of  which 
the  majority  members  of  the  subcommittee  recommended  a  reduction 
of  $182,000,000,  insofar  as  the  ECA  item  was  concerned.  This  is  very 
conservative  when  you  consider  the  futures  markets  for  grains  and 
other  commodities  on  the  regular  exchanges  and  when  you  consider 
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the  support  prices  set  for  some  of  our  major  agricultural  crops.  It  is 
possible  that  those  savings  on  account  of  price  reductions  could  very 
readily  amount  to  much  more. 

If  the  operation  were  going  to  wind  up  on  June  30,  1950,  we 
could  cut,  in  addition  to  what  the  committee  cut,  another  $1,000,000,- 
000  without  hurting  the  program  at  all. 

If  the  participating  countries  would  stabilize  their  currency  on 
a  realistic  basis,  their  exports  will  immediately  increase  and  they 
would  be  able  to  procure  a  great  many  things  more  than  they  can  at 
present. 

Real  progress  has  been  made  but  if  the  recovery  program  is  going 
to  be  the  success  that  all  of  us  desire,  budgets  must  be  balanced,  cur¬ 
rencies  must  be  stabilized,  production  must  reach  a  maximum,  and 
the  European  economy  insofar  as  is  practical  must  be  integrated. 
If  results  along  these  lines  such  as  we  are  led  to  anticipate  in  the  next 
fiscal  year  are  in  fact  realized  there  should  be  more  than  ample  funds 
to  meet  all  stated  needs  of  the  participating  countries  in  that  year. 

The  basic  concept  of  the  ECA  program  was  based  upon  mutual  aid. 
It  must  not  be  permitted  to  become  one-sided  or  it  will  defeat  its 
purpose. 

John  Taber. 

Richard  B.  Wiggleswortii. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  23, 1949 

Mr.  Gary,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported  the  following  bill ; 
which  was  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representor- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

E( X )N()MIC  OOOPERATK >N 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
$6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,074,- 
000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than 
entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think 
it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the 


•1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


3 


aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appropriation  and 
the  appropriation  under  this  bead  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during 
the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  xYct  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 
this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 
to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ; 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $3,568,470,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  enter¬ 
tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 
advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  he 
deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified : 
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Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 
merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods, 
and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during 
the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  $50,000,000,  which,  together  with  the 
amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head,  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000”  to  “$425,000” :  Provided,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Department  of  State. 
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NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 
and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allow¬ 
ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 
or  civilian  personnel ) ,  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C. 
2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
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exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 
and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to 
the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 
and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 
facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
$850,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $29,750,000  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses :  Provided,  That  the 
general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  Depart¬ 
ment  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside 
continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


7 


cation  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 
further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further,  That 
expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 
as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the 
recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
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area  containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17, 
1947)  :  Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  of 
section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  0.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con- 
cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
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and  the  Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  he 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  hut  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 
functions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there 
shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such 
unobligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned. 
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TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  he  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  he  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
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1  United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 

2  the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria- 

3  tion  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and, 

4  upon  conviction,  shall  he  lined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 

5  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 

6  further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  he  in  addition 

7  to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing 

8  law. 

9  Sec.  202.  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid 
10  Appropriation  Act,  1950”. 
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81st  Congress  i  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  Session  | 


Report 
No.  679 


WAIVING  POINTS  OF  ORDER  ON  H.  R.  4830 


May  25,  1949. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  228j 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  228,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 


o 


81  ST  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  69 

H.  RES.  228 

[Report  No.  679] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  25, 1949 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
resolution ;  which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration  of  the  bill 

2  (IT.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 

3  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes, 

4  it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the  intervention  of 

5  any  point  of  order  the  following  amendment: 

6  “On  page  4,  line  7,  strike  out  the  period,  insert  a  colon, 

7  and  the  following:  ‘ Provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount 

8  may  he  apportioned  for  obligation  or  may  he  obligated  and 

9  expended,  if  the  President  after  recommendation  by  the 

10  Administrator  deems  such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the 

11  purposes  of  said  Act  during  the  period  ending  May  15, 

12  1950’.” 
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House  of  Representatives 


Thursday,  May  26,  1949 


Thi^House  met  at  10  o’clock  a.  m. 

The  -Chaplain,  Rev.  James  Shera 
Montgomery,  D.  D.,  offered  the  follow¬ 
ing  prayer : 

O  God  ouX  Father,  if  we  have  taken 
our  daily  bread  and  it  brought  us  no 
message;  if  we  have  enjoyed  a  night’s 
rest  and  we  are  not  grateful ;  if  we  have 
had  happiness  and. have  failed  to  see 
Thee,  O  Lord,  forgivfe  us  and  open  our 
eyes. 

May  we  see  Thee  in  the  creation,  the 
preservation,  and  the  redemption  of  the 
great  wide  world.  May  we  know  Thee 
in  the  nearness  and  sanctity  of  true 
friendship.  Glory  be  to  Thy  holy  name. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4392)  entitled  “An  act 
to^rovide  for  the  payment  of  compen¬ 
sation  to  the  Swiss  Government  for 
losses  and  damages  inflicted  on  Swiss 
territory  during  World  War  II  by  United 
States  armed  forces  in  violation  of  neu¬ 
tral  rights,  and  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  therefor,’’  disagreed  to  by  the 
House;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Pepper,  Mr.  Green,  and  Mr.  Lodge  to 
be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Langer 
members  of  the  joint  select  committee  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided  for  in 
the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled  “An 
act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of  cer-_, 
tain  records  of  the  United  States  Goverr 
ment,”  for  the  disposition  of  executive 
papers  referred  to  in  the  report  oythe 
Archivist  of  the  United  States  nupabered 
49-13. 

POMONA  STATION,  POMONA/CALIF. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Calif  ornia/Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  pi  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3003)  to  transfer  Ponafma  station  of  the 
Agriculture  Remoujit  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  at  Pomona,  Calif. 

The  Clerk  rearfthe  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  pi  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speake/;  reserving  the.  right  to  object, 
will  Jtne  gentleman  please  explain  the 
bill 

Ir.  WHITE  of  California.  I  will  be 
?lad  to. 


Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  provides  for  the 
return  of  a  piece  of  property  to  the  W.  K. 
Kellogg  Foundation,  of  Battle  Creek, 
Mich.,  which  property  was  turned  over 
to  the  Government  during  the  war  for  a 
remount  station  and  for  the  breeding  of 
Arabian  horses.  Under  the  bill  it  will  be 
turned  back  to  the  Kellogg  Foundation, 
and  the  property  used  for  educational 
and  benevolent  purposes  only  under  the 
terms  of  a  trust. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transfer  and  convey  to  the  W.  K.  Kellogg 
Foundation,  Inc.,  without  cost,  the  real  prop¬ 
erty,  comprising  812  acres,  more  or  less,  of 
the  Agriculture  Remount  Station  at  Pomojii, 
Calif. i  which  was  conveyed  to  the  Upited 
States  acting  through  the  War  Department 
( now  Department  of  the  Army)  by'W.  K. 
Kellogg  and  subsequently  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  April  21,  1948  (62  Stat.  1 Jft),  and  such 
of  the  personal,  property  of /€his  station  as 
may  be  agreed  upon,  in  writing,  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  the  W.  K.  Kellogg 
Foundation,  Inc. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  1,  line  7yrffter  "which”,  insert  “tract, 
originally  in  th£  ownership  of  W.  K.  Kellogg.” 

Page  1,  Ipfe  10,  strike  od\  "by  W.  K. 
Kellogg." 

The  yfcommittee  amendments  were 
agreejrto.  V 

ie  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrb^sed 
aptG  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  tmj'd 
Ime,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon^ 
'sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  a  similar  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  (S.  969)  to  transfer  the  Pomona 
station  of  the  Agriculture  Remount  Serv¬ 
ice,  Department  of  Agriculture,  at  Po¬ 
mona,  Calif. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transfer  and  convey  to  the  W.  K.  Kellogg 
Foundation,  Inc.,  without  cost,  the  real  prop¬ 
erty,  comprising  812  acres,  more  or  less,  of  the 
Agriculture  Remount  Station  at  Pomona, 
Calif.,  which  tract;  originally  in  the  owner¬ 
ship  of  W.  K.  Kellogg,  was  conveyed  to  the 
United  States  acting  through  the  War  De¬ 
partment  (now  Department  of  the  Army)  and 


subsequently  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  the  act  of  April 
21,  1948  (62  Stat.  197),  and  such  of  the*  per¬ 
sonal  property  of  this  station  as  J. nay  be 
agreed  upon,  in  writing,  by  the  Sawetary  of 
Agriculture  and  the  W.  K.  Kellj^g  Founda¬ 
tion,  Inc. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as/ollows: 

Amendment  offered^ny  Mr.  White  of  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Strike  outyull  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert  Ah  lieu  thereof  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  H.  R.  3003  as  passed. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill^as  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  wap-read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  ^notion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  t^ble. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  proceed¬ 
ings  by  which  H.  R.  3003  was  passed  were 
Vacated,  and  the  bill  laid  on  the  table. 
COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND  LABOR 

Mr.  LESINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  may  sit  this 
afternoon  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  TAX  BILL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3704)  to  provide  additional  reve¬ 
nue  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  on 
which  the  previous  question  was  ordered 
on  last  Tuesday. 

The  question  is  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Biemiller) 
there  were — ayes  29,  noes  15. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
juorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
qint  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
pr^ent. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  ju-esent. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergebjit  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  ahd  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  184;  snays  152,  not  voting  95, 


as  follows: 


Abbltt 
Abernethy 
Albert 
Alien,  Calif. 
Allen,  Ill. 


[Rolf^Jo.  105] 
YEAS^-184 

Barden  \  Bosone 
Barrett,  Wyo..  Boykin 
Bates,  Mass.  ~ 
Battle 
Beall 


L  Bramblett 
Sreen 
Brown,  Ga. 

Anderson,  Calif. Bennett,  Mich.  Brown,  Ohio 


Andresen, 
August  H. 
Andrews 
Arends 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 


Bentsen 
Bishop 
Blackney 
Boggs,  La. 
Bolton,  Ohio 
Bonner 


Bryson 
Burleson 
Burton  - 
Byrne,  N.  Y. 
Byrnes,  Wis,. 
Camp 
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|rlyle 
lahan 

Cas'jLS.  Dak. 
Chur 
Cole, 

Cole,  N. 

Cooley 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Curtis 
Dague 
Davis,  Ga. 
Davis,  Tenn. 
DeGraffenried 
Dondero 
Doughton 
Durham 
Eaton 
Elliott 
Ellsworth 
Elston 
Engel,  Mich. 
Fallon 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Ford 
Fugate 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gavin 
Gillette 
Goodwin 
Gossett 
Graham 
Gwinn 
Hale 
Hall, 

Leonard  W. 
Halleck 
Harden 
Hardy 
Hare 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hays,  Ark. 
Hedrick 
Herter 
Hobbs 

Hoffman,  Mich. 
Holmes 


Hope 

Pickett 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Polk 

James 

Poulson 

Jenison 

Preston 

Jensen 

Rankin 

Johnson 

Redden 

Jones,  Ala. 

Reed,  Ill. 

Kean 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Kearns 

Rees 

Kerr 

Rich 

‘Kilburn 

Rivers 

f&lday 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Lateade 

Sadlak 

Laflfeim 

St.  George 

LeCotjupte 

Sasscer 

LeFevlSt 

Scott, 

Lind  \ 

Hugh  D.,  . 

Lodge  At 

Scrivner 

Lovre 

Scudder 

Lucas 

Sikes 

NOT  VOTING— 95 


Addonizio 
Allen,  La. 
Andersen, 

H.  Carl 
Augell 
Bailey 
Baring 
Barrett,  Pa. 
Beckworth 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Biemiller 
Blatnik 
Boggs,  Del. 
Bolling 
Brooks 
Buckley,  Ill. 
Burdick 
Burke 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Cavalcante 
Celler 
Chelf 
Chesney 
Christopher 
Chudcff 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Crawford 
Crook 
Crosser 
Davis,  Wis. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Denton 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Douglas 
Doyle 
Eberharter 
Engle,  Calif.j 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Forand  , 
Frazier 
Futcofo 
Gordon 
Gore 

Sforski,  Ill. 
Jorski,  N.  Y. 


McConnell 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McGregor 
McKinnon 
McMillan,  S.  C. 
McMillen,  Ill. 
Mack,  Wash. 
Magee 
Mahon 
Marsalis 
Martin,  Iowa 
Martin,  Mass. 
Merrow 
Meyer 
Mlchener 
Miles 

Miller,  Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Mills 

Monroney 

Morris 

Morton 

Nicholson 

Nixon 

Norrell 

Norton 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Passman 

Peterson 

Phillips,  Calif. 

NAYS— 152 


Granahan 

Granger 

Green 

Gregory 

Hagen 

Hand 

Hart 

Harvey 

Havenner 

Hays,  Ohio 

Heffernan 

HeUer 

Heselton 

Hill 

Holifield 

Howell 

Huber 

Irving 

Jackson,  Wash. 
Jacobs 
Judd 
Karst 
Karsten 
Keating 
Kelley 
Kennedy 
Keogh 
King 
Kirwan 
Kruse 
Kunkel 
Lane 
Lemke 
Lesinsk, 

Llnehi 
Lynh 
McCarthy 
jonough 
fcGrath 
IcGuire 
rMack,  Ill. 
Madden 
Mansfield 
Marcantonlo 
Marshall 
Mason 
Miller,  Calif. 
Mltcheft 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Multer 


\  Simpson,  Ill. 
’'•Simpson,  Pa. 
aith,  Kans. 
th,  Va. 

Ste? 

Stefa 
Stigle? 
Sutton  1 
Taber 
Tackett 
Teague 
Thompson 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Welch,  Mo. 
Werdel 
Wheeler 
White,  Idaho 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wickersham 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Willis 

Wilson,  Ind. 
Wilson,  Okla. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Winstead 


Bates,  Ky. 

Hall, 

Pfeiffer, 

Bland 

Edwin  Arthur 

William  L. 

Bolton,  Md. 

Hebert 

Phillips,  Tenn. 

Brehm 

Herlong 

Plumley 

Buchanan 

Hinshaw 

Potter 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Hoeven 

Powell 

Bulwinkle 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Priest 

Burnside 

Horan 

Quinn 

Case,  N.  J. 

Hull 

Rains 

Chatham 

Javits 

Regan 

Chiperfield 

.Jenkins 

Richards 

Clemente 

Jennings 

Riehlman 

Clevenger 

Jonas 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Colmer 

Jones,  Mo. 

Sabath 

Combs 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Short 

Cox 

Kearney 

Smathers 

Cunningham 

Kee 

Smith,  Ohio 

Davenport 

Keefe 

Smith,  Wis. 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

Klein 

Stanley 

Deane 

Lanham 

Stockman 

D’Ewart 

Lichtenwalter 

Talle 

Dingell 

Lyle 

Taylor 

Dolliver 

McSweeney 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Evins 

Macy 

Velde 

Feighan 

Moulder 

Vursell 

Fellows 

Murphy 

Wadsworth 

Fulton 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Walsh 

Gamble 

Nelson 

Whitaker 

Gathings 

O’Neill 

Wolcott 

Gilmer 

Patman 

Wood 

Golden 

Patterson 

Woodruff 

Grant 

Gross 

Pfeifer, 

Joseph  L. 

Worley 

i.  So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  j 
The  Clerk  announced  the  follow 
paik: 

Om^his  vote: 

Mr.  kikcy  for,  with  Mr.  Hull  aga  pSt 
Mr.  Jo  ties  of  Missouri  for,  wit  f  Mr.  Bu¬ 
chanan  agakist. 

Mr.  Grant ‘for,  with  Mr.  Smothers  against 
Mr.  Gilmer  for,  with  Mr.  Reighan  against 
Mr.  Quinn  for(lwith  Mr.  Pbwell  against. 

General  pairs  tyntil  /tirther  notice : 


Murdock 
Murray,  Wls. 
Noland 
Norblad 
O'Brien,  Ill. 
O’Brien,  Mich. 
O'Hara,  Ill. 
O’Konski 
O’Sullivan 
O'Toole 
Pace 
Patten 
Perkins 
Philbin 
Poage 
Price 
Rabaut 
Ramsay 
Rhodes 
Rlblcoff 
Rodino 
Rooney 
Sadowsjf 
Sanbq 

ScottfHardie 
Secrest 
Slfafer 
eppard 
ilms 
Spence 
Staggers 
Sullivan 
Taurlello 
Thomas,  Tex. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Towe 

Underwood 

Van  Zandt 

Wagner 

Walter 

Welchel 

Welch,  Calif. 

White,  Calif. 

Wier 

Withrow 

Wolverton 

Woodhouss 

Yates 

Young 

Zablockl 


Ir.  Dolliver. 

„  Wolcott. 

Lichtenwalter. 
Brfcjim. 

CasS-  of  -New  Jersey. 


Mr.  Golden. 


V 

I 


Mr.  Davenport  wi 
Mr.  Dingell  with 
Mr.  Bulwinkle  wi 
Mr.  Priest  witlyMr, 

Mr.  O’Neill  w^ih  Mr 
Mr.  Hebert  With  Mr.  Hoe 
Mr.  Buckle*' of  New  York  w: 

Mr.  KleiiVWith  Mr.  Gamble. 

Mr.  La  lift  am  with  Mr.  Taylor, 

Mr.  Stsmley  with  Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Wood  with  Mr.  Patterson. 

Mr/Cox  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 

Whitaker  with  Mr.  D'Ewart. 
ir.  McSweeney  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Deane  with  Mr.  Jennings. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Jonas. 

Mr.  Clemente  with  Mr.  Plumley. 

Mr.  Bolton  of  Maryland  with  Mr.  Wads¬ 
worth. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Woodruff. 

Mr.  Burnside  with  Mr.  Cunningham. 

Mr.  Gathings  with  Mr.  Keefe. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Riehlman. 

Mr.  Richards  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Walsh  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  Sabath  with  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Worley  with  Mr.  Edwin  A.  Hall. 

Mr.  Murphy  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Illinois. 
Mr.  Davies  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Jenkins. 
Mr.  Chatham  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Kee  with  Mr.  Potter. 

Mr.  Lyle  with  Mr.  Fulton. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Fellows. 

Mr.  Joseph  L.  Pfeifer  with  William  L. 
Pfeiffer. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Stockman. 

Mr.  Bland  with  Mr.  Vursell. 

Mr.  Bates  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Velde. 

Mr.  Jones  of  North  Carolina  with  Mrs. 
Rogers  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Murray  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Hin- 
Bhaw. 

Mr.  Regan  with  Mr.  Nelson. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  Talle. 

Mr.  Combs  with  Mr.  Phillips  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  O’Toole  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay." 


May  26 

/ / 

Mr.  Kerr  changed  his  vote  from  “/fay'” 
to  “yea.”  // 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  anrjomiced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  wa^daid  on  the 
table. 

COMMITTEE  ON'  ARMEjf  SERVICES 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.. /Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  thsft  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  the  Committee^on  Armed  Services 
investigating  post/  exchanges  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  sit  during  the  session  of  the 
House  today  dyeing  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request/  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

-  -There  rtfas  no  nhipct.i0n. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1950 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  228  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  during  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  it  shall 
be  in  order  to  consider  without  the  inter¬ 
vention  of  the  any  point  of  order  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment: 

“On  page  4,  line  7,  strike  out  the  period, 
insert  a  colon,  and  the  following:  'Provided 
further,  That  the  entire  amount  may  be  ap¬ 
portioned  for  obligation  or  may  be  obligated 
and  expended,  if  the  President  after  recom¬ 
mendation  by  the  Administrator  deems  such 
action  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
said  act  during  the  period  ending  May  15, 
1950’.” 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  no  requests  for  time  on  this  side, 
and  I  will  be  the  only  Member  to  speak 
on  the  rule  on  our  side.  I  yield  30  min¬ 
utes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Allen], 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  I  yield. 

THE  ORIENTAL  FRUITFLY  SHOULD  BE  ERADICATED 
NOW 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  major 
problem  is  facing  the  Hawaiian  Islands 
in  devastation  caused  by  the  oriental 
fruitfly,  discovered  in  June  1946.  It  is 
my  information  that  it  has  made  alarm¬ 
ing  advances  in  that  time  and  every¬ 
thing  possible  should  be  done  to  eradi¬ 
cate  the  pest  in  the  islands  and  to  take 
every  precautionary  measure  to  prevent 
this  infestation  from  reaching  the  main¬ 
land  of  the  United  States.  We  on  the 
Pacific  coast,  in  which  we  have  a  highly 
developed  fruit-growing  industry,  which 
is  one  of  our  major  assets,  are  situated  in 
an  area  which  could  easily  become  in¬ 
fected  by  this  pest  reaching  the  mainland 
from  the  many  airplanes  flying  back  and 
forth  betwen  the  islands  and  the  Pacific 
coast.  It  has  been  found  that  this  pest 
attacks  not  only  citrus  fruit  but  all  fruit 
and  is  highly  destructive. 

I  urge  speedy  action  in  providing  the 
necessary  funds  to  control  and  eradicate 
the  pest. 

I  include  as  part  of  these  remarks  a 
letter  I  received  today  from  Paulus 
Bros.  Packing  Co.,  of  Salem,  Oreg.,  un¬ 
der  May  18,  1949,  calling  attention  to  the 
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seriousness  of  the  problem  and  urging 
effective  steps  to  meet  it.  This  company 
is  one  of  the  major  fruit  and  vegetable 
packers  in  the  Northwest.  The  letter 
follows: 

Paulus  Bros.  Packing  Co., 

Salem,  Oreg.,  May  18,  1949. 
Representative  Homer  Angell, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Representative  Angell:  They  are 
having  a  lot  of  trouble  in  Hawaii  with  the 
oriental  fruitfly.  Since  its  discovery  in  June 
1946,  it  has  made  such  rapid  progress  that 
fruit  growers  there  are  very  alarmed  and 
have  asked  an  appropriation  of  $2,000,000 
from  Congress  to  control  and  eradicate  this 
pest.  The  request  has  been  broken  down 
into  six  separate  items,  as  follows: . 

A.  Two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars 
to  expand  the  quest  of  parasites  destructive 
to  fruitfly  pests,  now  in  progress  in  the 
western  Pacific  area,  India,  and  South  Africa, 
it  being  apparent  that  if  success  is  to  be 
achieved  by  this  biological  control  method, 
early  progress  will  be  more  assured  by  in¬ 
creasing  facilities  of  these  missions. 

B.  One  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars 
to  studies  of  biology  and  ecology  of  fruitfly 
pests,  since  comparatively  little  is  known  of 
how  the  oriental  fruitfly  lives  and  responds 
to  different  conditions.  Such  information,  of 
course,  is  vital  to  control  and  eradicate  it 
wherever  it  may  appear. 

C.  Five  hundred  thousand  dollars  to  study 
of  sterilization  and  fumigation  of  fruits, 
vegetables,  and  flowers.  There  is  a  wide  area 
of  unexplored  possibilities  for  scientists  with 
adequate  laboratory  equipment.  Develop¬ 
ment  of  successful  methods  will  stand  for 
years  to  come  as  a  vital  safeguard  to  all 
agricultural  areas  threatened  by  such  pests. 

D.  Five  hundred  thousand  dollars  to  in¬ 
tensive  studies  of  methods  of  area  treat¬ 
ments  and  controls,  such  as  spraying  from 
aircraft,  uses  of  chemicals,  and  eradication 
of  host  plants,  inasmuch  as  such  controls 
will  be  immediately  needed  should  such  a 
pest  appear  in  any  area  in  continental  United 
States  unprotected  by  ocean  barriers. 

E.  Two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars 
to  intensive  development  and  testing  of  new 
insecticides,  since  there  are  already  thou¬ 
sands  of  new  chemical  products  of  labora¬ 
tories  developed  during  the  war  which  have 
yet  to  be  properly  tested  against  these  spe¬ 
cific  insects  under  various  conditions. 

F.  Three  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  to  research  in  disinsectizing  materials 
and  procedures  on  local  and  global  common 
carriers,  since  rapid  development  of  air  travel 
has  brought  all  continents  within  a  few  hours 
of  each  other. 

With  modern  transportation  as  rapid  as  it 
is,  it  would  be  sifnple  for  the  Pacific  Coast 
States  to  become  infected  with  the  same 
pest.  California  is  already  fighting  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  the  Mediterranean  fruitfly  coming 
in  through  fruits  and  has  men  stationed  at 
its  borders  to  inspect  every  automobile  en¬ 
tering  the  State  for  fruit  which  might  carry 
this  pest.  Fruit  orchards  of  the  Pacific  coast 
are  so  valuable  that  we  cannot  afford  to  run 
the  risk  of  infection. 

We  have  gone  over  this  program  for  the 
study  and  eradication  of  the  oriental  fruitfly 
and  feel  the  amounts  requested  for  the  dif¬ 
ferent  phases  of  work  are  not  excessive. 
This  pest  affects  not  only  fruit  but  also  vege¬ 
tables  and  flowers. 

We  are  very  interested  in  seeing  the  danger 
of  immigration  of  this  trouble  removed,  and 
therefore  would  appreciate  any  help  you 
might  give. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  we  are, 
Yours  truly, 

Paulus  Bros.  Packing  Co. 

Robert  C.  Paulus. 


(Mr.  ANGELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  letter.) 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  takes  a 
great  deal  of  nerve  to  stand  up  in  the 
well  of  the  House  and  talk  to  a  Congress 
which  seems  to  have  in  mind  giving 
America  away  to  foreign  countries.  It 
seems  as  if  the  majority  of  the  Members 
are  in  favor  of  such  a  thing.  I  am  not 
one  of  those.  I  am  a  Member  who  is 
interested  in  America  first,  .last  and  all 
the  time.  I  am  going  to  stand  in  the 
well  of  the  House  and  fight  for  America 
until  there  is  nothing  left  of  “Bob”  Rich. 

“Bob”  Rich  is  just  going  to  use  every 
ounce  of  energy  he  has  to  try  to  con¬ 
vince  the  Members  of  Congress  that  this 
business  of  squandering  the  American 
taxpayers’  dollars  and  taking  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  further  and  further  into  debt, 
as  each  day  goes  by,  is  eventually  going 
to  bring  us  to  bankruptcy.  I  do  not 
propose  to  encourage  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  picked  up  the  Treas¬ 
ury  statement  of  May  20,  and  I  find  that 
the  excess  of  expenditures  over  receipts 
for  this  year,  which  will  close  very 
shortly,  in  about  30  days,  is  $2,895,654,- 
019.45.  We  have  a  national  debt  of  over 
$250,000,000,000.  It  is  about  time  that 
we  took  a  little  inventory  of  our  re¬ 
sources.  It  is  about  time  that  we  took 
a  little  inventory  of  our  ability  to  look 
after  the  affairs  of  our  Nation  if  we  in¬ 
tend  to  be  a  solvent,  solid,  sound,  and 
going  country  like  it  was  when  you  came 
into  it.  Remember  that  you  Members 
are  going  to  leave  this  country  very 
shortly  to  your  children  and  your  grand¬ 
children.  How  are  they  going  to  carry 
the  responsibilities  that  you  have  heaped 
upon  them  by  this  great  national  debt 
which  you  have  incurred  in  the  last  15 
years?  How  are  they  going  to  be  able 
to  survive?  Are  they  going  to  be  able 
to  have  the  same  opportunities  that  you 
had,  or  are  they  going  to  have  a  yoke 
around  their  necl-s  so  that  they  will  not 
’  e  able  to  carry  on  at  all? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  asked  for  this  5  min¬ 
utes  on  the  rule  because  it  seems  to  me  as 
if  nobody  is  going  to  talk  about  it,  and  it 
seems  as  if  it  is  the  intention  to  let  the 
thing  come  in  easy,  pass  this  bill  for  five 
or  six  billion  dollars,  and  then  slide  out 
easy.  But  I  have  been  working  on  a  few 
of  the  things  that  we  are  doing  under 
ECA,  and  I  will  give  them  to  you  when  we 
come  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill.  But 
you  are  on  the  rule  now.  Give  them  the 
rule.  Let  them  talk  it  over.  But,  are  you 
not  going  to  stand  here  and  let  a  few  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  try  to  cut  this 
appropriation  down?  There  is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber].  I 
have  no  doubt  that  he  will  be  working 
hard  to  try  to  cut  the  amount  down. 
There  ought  to  be  250  Mejhbers  trying  to 
cut  down  Government  expenses,  and  try¬ 
ing  to  cut  down  and  economize  in  every 
other  way  possible.  You  have  your  tax¬ 
payers  back  home  hollering  at  you  and 
saying  that  they  want  less  taxes,  and 


that  they  want  more  opportunity  to  have 
more  privileges  for  ourselves  and  our 
children.  Yet  we  have  many  people  say¬ 
ing  that  they  want  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  look  after  them  and  they  want 
the  Federal  Government  to  give  them 
more  so  that  they  will  not  have  to  work. 
I  believe  in  work  and  earn  and  save.  It 
is  only  because  of  the  great  opportunities 
that  have  existed  heretofore  that  Amer¬ 
ica  has  afforded  that  America  has  be¬ 
come  great.  But,  if  you  are  going  to  as¬ 
sume  all  the  burdens  of  all  the  countries 
all  over  the  world,  then  I  say  “look  out, 
America.”  It  may  be  someday  that  we 
will  not  have  any  America.  We  will  go 
by  the  board  with  a  lot  of  other  countries, 
because  communism  is  running  just  as 
rampant  in  this  country  as  it  is  in  lots  of 
these  foreign  countries.  Stop  commu¬ 
nism  here.  Stop  wrecking  our  own 
economy.  We  are  no  good  to  ourselves 
or  to  anybody  when  we  are  not  solvent. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
such  time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  HAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  even  in  its 
reduced  amount,  I  am  still  unable  to 
support  the  pending  bill  appropriating 
additional  billions  for  the  foreign-assist¬ 
ance  program. 

Former  President  Hoover  once  referred 
to  national  prohibition  as  an  experiment 
noble  in  purpose.  It  is  only  fair  to  say 
that  the  purpose  of  the  foreign-assist¬ 
ance  program  is  “noble  in  purpose.”  But 
it  is  my  view  that  it  is  both  impractical 
and  unnecessary. 

What  the  proponents  of  the  bill  over¬ 
look  completely  is  that  when  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  was  first  proposed,  and  be¬ 
fore  we  had  appropriated  a  dollar  to  im¬ 
plement  it,  many  of  the  nations  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe  had  already  achieved,  in  both 
industrial  and  agricultural  production, 
a  standard  which  was  roughly  equal  to 
their  production  immediately  before  the 
war.  Do  not  make  the  mistake  of  think¬ 
ing  that  this  program  is  designed  to  re¬ 
store  Europe  to  its  prewar  standards;  it 
is,  rather,  to  increase  their  standards  of 
living  and  production  far  beyond  that 
which  existed  immediately  before  the 
war. 

There  are  many  who  will  be  shocked 
by  this  statement,  but  it  is  quite  factual, 
and  the  basis  for  it  may  be  found  in  the 
committee  reports  advocating  the  origi¬ 
nal  adoption  of  this  far-flung,  and  ex¬ 
ceedingly  expensive  expensive  scheme. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  entirely  a  de¬ 
sirable  objective  to  increase  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  European  production  and  living 
until  they  equal  our  own,  but  the  point 
that  I  raise  is  that  we  have  not  the 
slightest  moral  right  to  do  this  with  the 
money  of  the  American  taxpayer,  and  I 
gravely  doubt  if  we  have  the  constitu¬ 
tional  right  to  do  it.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  one  of  limited  powers;  the 
Congress  can  only  do  those  things  which 
are  expressly  or  implicitly  authorized. 
And  I  am  certainly  unaware  of  any  au¬ 
thority  in  the  Constitution  to  spend  Fed¬ 
eral  revenues  for  the  purpose  of  increas¬ 
ing  living  standards  all  over  the  world. 
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I  call  to  your  attention,  also,  that  this 
dangerous  theory  will  be  expanded.  The 
President,  in  his  inaugural  address  in 
January  1949,  spoke  very  clearly  of  the 
extension  of  this  principle  to  help  all  the 
rest  of  the  world.  Indeed,  we  have  come 
to  a  point  where  we  insist  on  giving  our 
money  away  regardless  of  need,  and 
sometimes  without  even  a  request  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  do  under  this 
program  sometimes  leads  to  remarkable 
results.  For  example,  we  all  agree  that 
the  Navy  of  the  United  States  is  not  only 
the  most  powerful  in  the  world,  but  more 
powerful  than  all  the  navies  of  the  world 
combined.  The  second  greatest  Navy  is 
that  of  our  ally  and  friend.  Great  Brit¬ 
ain.  There  just  is  not  a  naval  threat  to 
this  country  or  to  Great  Britain,  or  to 
the  Europe  that  we  propose  to  support  by 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty.  It  was  for 
this  reason,  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of 
some  sane  economy,  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  Mr.  Louis  Johnson,  recently 
canceled  plans  to  build  a  huge  aircraft 
carrier  to  add  to  our  already  impregna¬ 
ble  fleet.  I  say  that  we  did  this  because 
we  did  not  need  it,  and  could  not  very 
well  afford  it.  Notwithstanding  these 
facts,  the  world  press  recently  an¬ 
nounced  that  Great  Britain,  the  prin¬ 
cipal  beneficiary  of  foreign-assistance 
funds,  and  who  drains  billions  of  our 
dollars  for  its  own  interests  and  social¬ 
istic  enterprises,  has  announced  the 
building,  for  its  navy,  of  eight  new  air¬ 
craft  carriers.  If  this  makes  sense,  I 
would  like  it  explained  to  me  in  words 
of  one  syllable  by  some  of  the  proponents 
of  this  bill. 

GREEK-TURKEY  AID 

I  have  referred  to  the  Marshall  plan 
as  at  least  an  experiment  noble  in  pur¬ 
pose;  that  cannot  be  said  of  the  program 
of  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey. 
That,  in  its  very  conception,  was  an  im¬ 
perialistic  doctrine  in  which  the  United 
States  assumed  the  right  to  insist  upon 
governments  and  policies  all  over  the 
world  which  meet  with  its  approval,  and 
insisted  that  no  government  should  exist 
which  did  not  meet  with  its  approval. 
When  President  Truman  first  suggested 
such  a  course  to  the  Congress  and  stated 
that  it  was  our  duty  to  everywhere  sup¬ 
port  democracies  by  cash  and  probably 
by  force  of  arms,  and  referred  to  Greece 
and  Turkey  as  democracies,  I  could 
hardly  believe  that  he  was  serious.  Nei¬ 
ther  country  has  ever  been  a  democracy 
as  we  understand  the  meaning  of  the 
term.  Moreover,  quite  frankly,  it  is  none 
of  our  business  to  dictate  to  them  the 
character  of  their  Government;  and  it 
was  a  little  difficult  to  understand  why 
Greece  and  Turkey,  alone,  were  selected. 

On  May  7,  1947,  in  a  speech  to  the, 
House  of  Representatives  on  this  ques¬ 
tion,  I  said: 

If  the  President  thinks  that  the  United 
States  has  the  moral  duty,  or  even  the 
moral  right,  to  interfere  with  all  govern¬ 
ments  that  are  not  democracies,  he  might 
have  also  mentioned  most  of  the  rest  of  the 
world;  not  just  Iran,  but  Iraq,  Egypt,  India, 
Korea.  He  might  have  mentioned  the.  com¬ 
munistic  threat  of  Togliatti  in  Italy,  of 
Thorez  in  Prance.  He  could  have  referred  to 
the  totalitarian  Franco  in  Spain,  and,  closer 
to  home,  Argentina  and  Chile  are  not  con¬ 
spicuous  adherents  to  the  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  that  we  in  America  prefer. 


Further  in  the  same  speech  I  said: 

There  should  be  no  misunderstanding  of 
the  Truman  doctrine.  The  President  was 
frank  about  it.  Summed  up,  it  is  this: 

“I  believe  that  it  must  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  support  free  peoples  who  are 
resisting  attempted  subjugation  by  armed 
minorities  or  by  outside  pressures. 

“I  believe  that  we  must  assist  free  peoples 
to  work  out  their  own  destinies  in  their  own 
way.” 

I  cannot  bring  myself  to  believe  any  such 
thing.  I  do  not  believe  we  have  either  the 
duty  or  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  inter¬ 
nal  affairs  of  foreign  nations  throughout  the 
globe. 

It  Is  this»imperialistic  and  dangerous 
theory  to  which  we  have  already  sub¬ 
scribed  hundreds  of  millions,  if  not  bil¬ 
lions,  and  are  now  asked  to  further  sup¬ 
port,  perhaps  indefinitely. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Speaker,  those  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  have  been  largely 
wasted.  It  was  the  assumption  that  this 
aid  to  Greece  would  stop  the  few  thou¬ 
sand  guerrillas  who  were  then  terrifying 
the  entire  Greek  Army.  If  you  think  the 
plan  has  worked,  I  beg  you  to  read  the 
President’s  reports  to  Congress  on  the 
progress  of  Greek  aid,  all  of  which  I  have 
examined  with  care.  In  his  sixth  report 
to  the  Congress  for  the  period  ending  De¬ 
cember  31,  1948,  which  is  the  latest  the 
State  Department  has  available  for  us, 
you  will  find  that  the  President  says, 
among  other  things,  that — 

After  weeks  of  inconclusive  fighting  and 
increasing  guerrilla  activity  in  other  areas, 
Greek  Army  efforts  in  Vitsi  slackened,  and  by 
the  end  of  November  the  campaign  was  re¬ 
duced  to  a  holding  operation.  (P.  4,  Sixth 
Report  to  Congress  on  Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey.) 

Please  bear  in  mind,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  is  the  situation  after  about  2  years  of 
the  ceaseless  pouring  of  American  money 
into  the  Greek  economy  and  Greek  Army. 
The  President  goes  on  to  say: 

No  major  offensive  actions  were  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Greek  Army  during  the  period 
under  review. 

And  again: 

During  December  the  guerrillas  demon¬ 
strated  a  capacity  to  mount  attacks  in  force 
against  medium-sized  towns  in  central  and 
northern  Greece. 

They  captured  thousands  of  people  to 
replace  their  own  losses,  and  engaged  in 
a  considerable  campaign  of  destruction. 

Every  report  made  by  the  President  is 
to  the  same  general  effect,  and  the  ines¬ 
capable  conclusion  is  that  the  plan  just 
is  not  working. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  reluctant  to  con¬ 
tinue  stubbornly  fighting  against  this 
program,  which  seems  to  get  at  least  lip 
service  from  a  considerable  majority  of 
the  House. 

The  truth  is,  the  program  would  not 
get  50  votes  if  it  were  not  attractively 
presented  as  an  effective  movement  for 
containing  communism.  I  loath  and  de¬ 
spise  communism,  both  with  respect  to 
its  political  theories,  and  economic  the¬ 
ories.  I  support  with  all  my  strength, 
and  always  shall,  our  political  democra¬ 
cy  and  our  economic  system  of  private 
enterprise;  but  anybody  who  has  ob¬ 
served  with  care  tvorld  events  in  the  last 
4  years  will  certainly  conclude  that  this 
is  not  an  effective  means  of  combating 


communism.  It  must  be  clear  now  that 
we  are  on  the  wjjong  track. 

However,  I  am  content  to  follow  the 
dictates  of  my  conscience  and  to  act  in 
accordance  with  my  extensive  study  of 
the  entire  program.  I  cannot  stop  what 
is  being  done,  but  I  can  at  least  raise  my 
voice  in  warning,  and  I  shall  be  content 
with  the  ultimate  verdict  of  history  as  to 
whether  our  present  proceedings  were 
statesmanship  of  high  order,  or  as  I  be¬ 
lieve,  dangerous  nonsense. 

(Mr.  HAND  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  HAND  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  own  remarks  in 
the  Appendix  of  the  Record). 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Van  ZandtL 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
of  our  solemn  obligations  as  Members 
of  Congress  is  to  maintain  at  all  times 
an  adequate  national  defense.  Each  of 
us  is  under  oath  to  support  and  defend 
the  Constitution,  and  our  country, 
against  all  enemies,  foreign  and  domes¬ 
tic.  In  addition,  we  have  an  obligation 
to  those  who  make  up  our  armed  forces 
in  times  of  emergency,  that  they  will  be 
equipped  with  the  finest  weapons  of 
modern  warfare  that  dollars  and  cents 
can  buy. 

It  is  because  I  regard  this  obligation 
so  keenly  that  yesterday  I  introduced 
House  Resolution  227  providing  for  an 
investigation  of  the  military  aircraft- 
procurement  program. 

These  are  perilous  times — times  in 
which  the  preservation  of  peace  depends 
upon  our  readiness  for  war  if  war  must 
come. 

Twice,  first  in  1917  and  again  in  1941, 
I  served  in  the  armed  forces  for  my 
country.  I  think  I  know  the  importance 
of  an  alert  readiness  for  a  national 
emergency.  Everyone  knows  that  the 
American  taxpayers,  groaning  under  an 
almost  unbearable  burden  of  charges 
for  the  national  defense,  foreign  relief, 
and  domestic  programs,  need  now  more 
than  ever  before  to  be  doubly  sure  that 
their  money  is  not  being  wasted,  that 
they  are  getting  a  dollar’s  worth  of  de¬ 
fense  for  every  dollar  qf  taxes  paid. 

Right  now,  I  am  not  sure  that  they 
can  be  confident  that  this  is  the  case. 

Ugly,  disturbing  reports  are  beginning 
to  circulate  through  the  Congress  and 
through  Washington.  They  have  come 
to  me  from  New  York  and  from  other 
cities.  I  am  confident  that  I  am  not  the 
only  Member  of  Congress  who  has  heard 
these  reports. 

I  say  that  the  seriousness  of  their  na¬ 
ture,  the  insistence  with  which  they  are 
going  the  rounds,  the  vigor  and  confi¬ 
dence  with  which  they  are  asserted,  im¬ 
peratively  demand  that  this  Congress 
set  up  an  unbiased  House  committee  to 
make  a  full  and  complete  investigation. 

There  may  be  some  who  will  cry  “poli¬ 
tics”  at  my  suggestion.  I  deny  here 
and  now,  with  every  emphasis  possible, 
that  there  is  any  politics  at  all  involved. 
My  record  on  national  defense  speaks 
for  itself.  It  has,  for  years,  been  the 
record  of  both  the  Republican  and  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Parties  that  when  it  came  to  the 
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national  defense  and  to  international 
policy,  politics  was  permanently  ad¬ 
journed. 

While  I  know  it  is  customary  to  give 
the  author  of  an  investigating  resolution 
chairmanship  of  an  investigating  com¬ 
mittee,  I  renounce  any  traditional  claims 
for  myself. 

My  old  friend,  Louis  Johnson,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  National  Defense,  should  par¬ 
ticularly  welcome  this  inquiry.  Inas¬ 
much  as  his  name  is  deeply  involved  in 
the  reports,  he  should  wish  to  clear  it. 
Officers  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force 
should  welcome  the  investigation.  Their 
stake  is  a  million  miles  from  politics. 

The  administration  should  welcome 
the  inquiry.  If  the  reports  are  ill- 
founded,  it  should  be  glad  to  accept  a 
device  which,  through  an  unbiased  in¬ 
quiry,  will  dispose  of  them  for  all  time. 
If  they  are  correct,  then  the  American 
people  have  an  absolute,  undeniable, 
God-given  right  to  know  the  truth  and 
to  expect  their  Congress  to  take  drastic 
action. 

My  proposal  is  simply  this:  That  the 
House  set  up  a  committee  of  five  members 
each  from  the  House  to  investigate  all 
phases  of  the  qualities  of  various  mili¬ 
tary  aircraft;  all  circumstances  and 
facts  involved  in  the  cancellation  of  some 
contracts,  the  enlargement  of  others; 
the  connections  of  the  Honorable  Louis 
Johnson,  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the 
Horforable  Stuart  Symington,  Secretary 
for  Air,  past  or  present,  direct  or  indirect, 
with  these  companies;  and  the  1948  po¬ 
litical  campaign  contributions  that  may 
have  been  made  by  these  companies  or 
their  officers. 

These  disturbing  reports — and  to  me 
they  are  only  reports  until  they  are  in¬ 
vestigated — revolve  around  the  associa¬ 
tions  of  Mr.  Symington  and  Mr.  Johnson 
with  Mr.  Floyd  Odium  of  the  gigantic 
Atlas  Corp.,  a  super  holding  company. 

It  is  reported  that  Mr.  Symington  is  a 
frequent  week-end  visitor  at  the  Palm 
Springs,  Calif.,  ranch  home  of  Mr.  Odium 
and  his  wife,  the  former  Jacqueline 
Cochrane;  that  the  logbook  of  the  “Dew- 
drop”  plane,  which  Mr.  Symington  uses 
as  his  personal  aircraft,  will  record  many 
visits  to  Palm  Springs.  This  in  itself  is 
nothing.  Against  a  background  of  other 
facts  it  provides  food  for  thought. 

In  1947,  the  Consolidated  Vultee  Air¬ 
craft  Corp.  held  contracts  for  100 
B-36  bombers.  At  that  time  there  was 
considerable  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
contracts  would  ever  be  fully  validated. 
A  reading  of  the  hearings  on  the  1949 
Air  Force  appropriations  discloses  that  in 
early  1948,  it  was  actually  planned  to 
cut  back  these  contracts.  The  Air  Force 
was  asking  instead  for  B-50’s  and  B-54's. 
In  1947,  Victor  Emanuel,  who  then  con¬ 
trolled  Convair  through  his  Aviation 
Corp.  (AVCO),  considered  selling  Con¬ 
solidated  to  the  Lockheed  Aircraft  Corp. 
The  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis¬ 
sion  would  not  approve  the  sale. 

Late  in  1947,  Mr.  Odium,  through  Atlas, 
acquired  control  of  Consolidated,  and 
became  chairman.  A  few  months  later, 
in  January,  the  Air  Force  prepared  a 
directive  canceling  production  of  the 


B-36.  Air  Force  studies  in  early  1948 
indicated  that  the  B-36  was  not  suitable, 
and  Gen.  Lauris  Norstad  so  advised 
his  superiors,  explaining  that  the  con¬ 
tract  for  100  would  be  cut  back  to  50  or 

60  so  as  not  to  bring  finanical  ruin  to 
Convair.  In  May,  the  Air  Force  an¬ 
nounced  that  it  would  build  its  70-group 
force  around  the  B-50,  Boeing;  and  the 
B-45,  North  American;  P-86,  North 
American;  and  others.  This  announce¬ 
ment  on  May  7,  1948,  did  not  list  the 
Convair  B-36. 

By  then,  10  B-36’s  had  been  produced. 
The  Air  Force  in  June  cut  production  to 
96  and  announced  a  further  reduction  to 

61  B-36’s. 

Mr.  Louis  Johnson  was  a  director  and 
attorney  for  Consolidated  Vultee  at  that 
time. 

During  the  same  months  of  April,  May 
and  June,  1948,  an  official  investigation 
was  begun  of  the  wartime  aircraft  turret 
contracts  of  Emerson  Electric  Co.,  of 
St.  Louis,  a  firm  formerly  headed  by  Mr. 
Symington. 

These  aircraft  turrets  were  unsatis¬ 
factory,  and  the  contracts  contained  a 
clause  providing  that  defects  be  cor¬ 
rected  without  cost  to  the  Government. 
Col.  Frank  Wolfe,  of  Wright  Field,  went 
to  St.  Louis  and  renegotiated  these  con¬ 
tracts  without  loss  to  the  company.  It 
has  been  said  that  this  renegotiation 
process  cost  the  Government  approxi¬ 
mately  $20,000,000.  Emerson  Electric 
was  saved  from  loss,  the  Government  ob¬ 
tained  the  turrets  at  increased  cost  and 
as  usual,  the  American  taxpayer  suffered. 
Colonel  Wolfe,  who  was  a  subordinate  of 
Gen.  Benny  Meyers,  is  now  retired  and  is 
said  to  be  living  at  Beverly  Hills,  Calif. 
The  entire  transaction  should  be  the  ob¬ 
ject  of  the  committee’s  inquiry. 

I  return  to  Consolidated  Vultee-Atlas 
Corp.  Although  in  the  spring  and  sum¬ 
mer  of  1948  the  Air  Force  planned  to  re¬ 
duce  materially  the  B-36  contracts,  we 
find  that  in  January  of  1949  it  was  can¬ 
celing  contracts  with  other  companies 
for  other  planes  in  order  to  procure  more 
B-36’s,  which  not  many  montHs  before 
had  been  found  unsatisfactory  as  bomb¬ 
ers  and  were  to  be  used  as  refueling 
tankers.  The  renegotiations  of  the  can¬ 
celed  contracts  with  other  manufac¬ 
turers  was  handled  by  an  outside  law 
firm,  reportedly  upon  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  Mr.  Johnson.  This  firm  had  been 
retained  for  some  time  by  Mr.  Odium’s 
Atlas  Corp. 

Throughout  the  aircraft  industry 
there  are  reports  of  very  serious  circum¬ 
stances  surrounding  this  transaction. 
They  involve  reported  plans  to  set  up, 
through  Atlas,  a  huge  aircraft  combine 
under  the  control  of  Mr.  Odium.  I  have 
heard  from  sources  I  cannot  disregard 
that  there  is  a  plan  underway  for  Mr. 
Symington  to  resign  as  Secretary  of  Air 
as  soon  as  the  1950  budget  containing 
more  funds  for  more  B-36’s  is  approved, 
and  head  this  huge  aircraft  combine.  I 
do  not  say  that  all  of  these  reports  are 
true;  but  I  do  emphatically  assert  that 
they  are  so  prevalent  and  so  persistent 
as  to  require  a  congressional  investiga¬ 
tion  without  further  delay.  The  Con¬ 
gress  should  take  this  action  in  the  vital 


interests  of  the  security  of  the  United 
States.  We  have  a  duty  to  the  Nation  re¬ 
gardless  of  an  individual  or  corporation. 
That  duty  we  cannot  shirk. 

On  September  10,  1848,  it  was  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  B-36  contract  would 
not  be  cut  back  to  61  after  all,  but  that 
the  entire  94,  still  under  contract,  would 
be  accepted.  Later,  36  Convair — Con- 
solidated-Vultee — liners  were  purchased  » 
and  a  $35,000,000  contract  for  modified 
training  planes  was  executed  with  the 
same  company.  In  October,  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  Northrup  B-49a  jet  bombers  was 
transferred  from  that  firm  to  Con¬ 
solidated  Vultee.  The  same  month  a 
Curtiss-Wright  contract  for  F-87  all- 
weather  fighters  was  canceled.  A  few 
weeks  later,  the  $80,000,000  which  was 
withdrawn  from  the  Curtiss  contract  was 
transferred  to  Consolidated  Vultee  for 
trainers.  There  have  been  repeated  can¬ 
cellations  early  this  year  for  other  types 
of  planes,  all  a  matter  of  record,  to  make 
additional  funds  available  for  B-36’s. 

The  cut-backs  of  other  contracts  involve 
$312,000,000,  a  great  sum.  The  cost  of 
canceling  the  original  contracts  is  being 
borne  by  the  taxpayer.  They  will  total 
in  the  neighborhood  of  $100,000,000.  The 
money  withdrawn  from  the  other  con¬ 
tracts  will  go,  for  the  most  part,  to  Floyfi 
Odium’s  Consolidated  Vultee  Aircraft 
Corp. 

More  recently  the  B-54  contract  has 
been  canceled  and  plans  are  going  for¬ 
ward  for  the  purchase  of  yet  another  36 
B-36’s.  The  Air  Force  has  also  brought 
forth  a  plan  to  modify  the  73  B-36’s 
already  on  hand  by  the  addition  of  jet 
engines,  for  which  the  B-36  was  not  de¬ 
signed.  The  cost  of  the  modification  of 
the  plane  to  bring  it  more  in  line  with 
aircraft  developments  that  have  far  out¬ 
paced  its  original  design  is  more  than 
$2,500,000  each,  more  than  all  airplanes 
except  the  B-36  cost  in  the  first  place. 
Former  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  late 
Mr.  Forrestal,  in  learning  of  irregulari¬ 
ties  in  the  handling  of  this  plan,  refused 
to  approve  it.  A  very  short  time  after 
Mr.  Johnson  was  sworn  in  to  succeed 
Forrestal,  he  issued  orders,  in  great  haste, 
to  give  the  additional  $183,000,000  con¬ 
tract  to  the  Consolidated  Vultee  Aircraft 
Corp.,  a  firm  from  which  he  had  just 
resigned  as  director  and  counsel  a  few 
weeks  before. 

It  is  impossible  for  me  at  this  point  to 
catalog  the  entire  series  of  cancellations 
and  reorders  of  Consolidated  planes.  But 
Congress  should  here  and  now  find  out 
why  the  B-36  was  unacceptable  in  the 
first  half  of  1948;  why  it  became  accept¬ 
able  in  September  and  October  1948;  why 
contracts  for  other  types  have  repeatedly 
been  cut  back  to  provide  funds  for  still 
more  B-36’s,  and  whether  there  are  plans 
for  a  super  aircraft  combine  to  be  headed 
by  Secretary  of  Air,  Symington,  and 
under  the  thumb  of  Floyd  Odium. 

There  are  well-founded  reports  that 
Mr.  Odium  was  very  active  in  assisting 
Mr.  Louis  Johnson  to  raise  campaign 
funds  for  the  Democratic  Party  in  Sep¬ 
tember  and  October  1948  that  this  coin¬ 
cides  with  the  improvement  in  the  status 
of  the  Consolidated  Vultee  Aircraft 
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Corp.  and  with  the  reputation  of  the 
product  on  which  its  financial  future  was 
staked — the  B-36.  If  the  aircraft  in¬ 
dustry  and  Mr.  Odium  assisted  in  raising 
$1,500,000,  or  as  some  reports  have  it,  a 
staggering  $6,500,000,  for  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  campaign,  the  Congress  and  the 
American  people  should  know  about  it. 

I  do  not  assert  that  this  is  true.  I 
maintain  that  there  is  sufficient  evidence 
at  hand  to  demand  an  investigation,  de¬ 
void  of  any  whitewashing  or  soft-pedal¬ 
ing  tactics.  The  American  people  are 
entitled  to  a  fair  and  impartial  investi¬ 
gation  so  that  the  truth  may  be  known. 

There  is  much  more  information  avail¬ 
able  that  I  have  not  taken  the  time  to  re¬ 
late.  This  information  belongs  properly 
to  an  investigating  committee.  It  con¬ 
cerns  the  wastage  of  some  2,000  B-29’s 
now  in  storage;  it  concerns  the  influence 
and  political  association  of  Mr.  Odium 
with  Mr.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Symington. 

Nothing  short  of  an  inquiry  by  Con¬ 
gress  will  clear  up  these  matters.  We  are 
spending  $15,000,000,000  a  year  on  our 
national  defense.  Are  we  pouring  much 
of  this  into  one  basket,  and  an  out¬ 
moded  basket  at  that?  Is  there  under¬ 
cover  dissension  and  serious  disagree¬ 
ment  on  the  state  of  our  defenses?  What 
about  these  influences  that  are  being  so 
widely  discussed  now?  What  about  the 
cancellation,  revision,  renegotiation,  and 
rejuggling  of  contracts  for  planes  that, 
less  than  a  year  ago,  were  thought  to  be 
our  best  defensive  weapons?  What  about 
these  associations  that  t  are  being  so 
widely  discussed? 

In  fairness  to  the  public  which  un¬ 
grudgingly  pays  the  bill,  in  fairness  to 
Congress  itself,  and  in  fairness  to  all  who 
have  been  and  are  being  mentioned, 
Congress  can  do  no  less  than  to  support 
a  full,  complete,  and  fair  investigation 
into  these  matters.  That  is  exactly  the 
purpose  of  my  resolution. 

(Mr.  VAN  VANDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
while  I  do  not  know  of  any  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time  on  this  side,  yet  I  re¬ 
serve  the  balance  of  my  time  until  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown] 
comes  in. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  want  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  to  understand 
that  when  I  conclude  my  remarks  I  shall 
move  the  previous  question.  Is  that  all 
right? 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  That  is  all 
right. 

Mr.  SADOWSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  for  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  I  yield. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SADOWSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  yirginia  has  stated  that 
there  has  been  no  request  for  time  on 
this  side.  I  make  a  request  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  has 
not  stated  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  may  state,  in  order  to  show  my  good 


faith,  that  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  did  ask  me  for  time  just  after  I 
had  said  I  had  had  no  Inquiries,  which 
was  the  fact,  and  had  agreed  that  I 
would  not  yield  any  further  time  on  this 
side.  I  will  state  further  that  I  also 
arranged  for  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  to  get  5  minutes  under  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  he  does  not  seem  to  desire. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this  rule 
is  merely  to  facilitate  passage  of  this  bill 
by  authorizing  and  making  in  order  an 
amendment  which  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  wishes  to  offer.  The  House 
will  thus  be  given  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  this  proposed  amendment.  It  is 
thought  that  by  doing  that  it  will  facili¬ 
tate  the  passage  of  this  bill,  which  I  think 
all  Members  are  very  anxious  to  dispose 
of. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  resolution  in  order  that  we 
may  get  right  into  it  and  that  its  con¬ 
sideration  may  be  concluded  today. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and  pending  that  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  general  debate  on  the  bill  may 
be  limited  to  4  hours,  one-half  the  time 
to  be  controlled  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  and  one-half  by 
myself. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  wish  to  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  if  he  believes  that  in  4  hours  we 
can  do  justice  to  the  American  people 
in  spending  $6,000,000,000? 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  assure  the 
gentleman  that  we  are  going  to  try  to 
do  justice,  complete  justice,  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  asks  unanimous  consent  that 
general  debate  on  the  bill  be  limited  to 
4  hours,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  between  himself  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber], 

Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Mr.  Cooley  In 
the  chair. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]  is  recognized 
for  2  hours,  and  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  will  be  recognized 
for  2  hours. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
discussion  on  this  bill,  may  I  pause  for  a 
moment  to  pay  my  respects  to  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  has  labored  so  diligently 
for  the  last  month  on  this  measure.  We 


had  as  majority  members  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  McGrath]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Yates],  two  newcom¬ 
ers  to  the  House  and  two  newcomers  to 
the  committee,  but  men  who  have  al¬ 
ready  made  their  mark  and  have  demon¬ 
strated  their  ability.  As  the  two  Repub¬ 
lican  members  of  the  committee  we  had 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  and  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Wigglesworth],  whom  I 
am  certain  the  House  will  realize  have 
given  thorough  consideration  to  this  en¬ 
tire  problem.  I  know  of  no  two  men  who 
are  better  qualified  to  pick  flaws  or  to 
find  weaknesses  in  a  witness’  armor,  and 
I  say  to  you  that  throughout  these  hear¬ 
ings  they  were  zealous  in  their  efforts  to 
find  out,  if  possible,  if  there  was  any¬ 
where  we  could  cut  down  on  this  program 
or  if  there  was  any  faulty  administration. 

There  appeared  before  the  committee 
many  witnesses  from  the  Department 
and  from  the  outside.  We  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  listening  for  over  an  hour  to  Gen. 
Lucius  D.  Clay,  the  retiring  United  States 
Governor  in  Germany,  who  had  just  re¬ 
turned  from  Germany  and  was,  there¬ 
fore,  able  to  give  us  an  accurate  picture 
of  conditions  with  respect  to  that  coun¬ 
try.  In  addition,  we  had  several  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  ECA  who  had  recently 
returned  from  Germany  and  from  Japan. 
So  that  we  had  at  first  hand  the  latest 
information  as  to  conditions  in  Europe 
and  Japan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  contains  four 
subdivisions.  In  the  first  place,  we  have 
the  ECA.  In  the  second  place,  we  have 
what  is  known  as  GARIOA  appropria¬ 
tions  for  Government  and  relief  in  occu¬ 
pied  areas.  Then  we  have  EROA,  which 
is  economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occu¬ 
pied  areas.  EROA  is  the  ECA  for  Japan. 
In  addition  to  that,  we  have  an  item  for 
assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey. 

I  shall  try  to  outline  briefly  the  various 
proposals  before  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  at  the  present  time.  But  before  I 
do  that  may  I  give  you  the  general  back¬ 
ground  of  this  entire  situation  insofar  as 
ECA  is  concerned. 

Our  committee  did  not  feel  it  was  our 
duty  to  go  into  the  question  of  policy, 
which  has  been  considered  on  numerous 
occasions  on  this  floor.  The  House  has 
decided  the  policy  so  far  as  ECA  is  con¬ 
cerned.  We  considered  it  our  job  to  see 
to  it  that  the  policy  is  carried  out  at  the 
least  possible  expense.  Consequently, 
we  scrutinized  very  carefully  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  ECA  program.  May  I 
say,  and  I  think  I  can  say  this  without 
contradiction  from  the  minority  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  that  we  were 
greatly  impressed  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  ECA  from  Mr.  Hoffman  on  down. 

Throughout  the  hearings  there  was 
never  a  time  when  we  asked  for  infor¬ 
mation  and  statistics,  that  they  were  not 
immediately  availible  or  if  not  immedi¬ 
ately  available,  the  statistics  were  com¬ 
piled  and  presented  just  as  quickly  as 
could  be  expected. 

There  have  been  substantial  accom¬ 
plishments  under  the  ECA  program;  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  I  could  go  even 
further  and  say  that  there  have  been 
amazing  accomplishments.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  visit  Europe  in  the  fall  of 
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1947.  When  present  conditions  are  com¬ 
pared  with  those  which  existed  in  1947, 
it  is  nothing  less  than  startling. 

•  Industrial  and  agricultural  production 
has  increased  tremendously  in  practi¬ 
cally  all  of  the  countries.  Exports  from 
these  countries  have  increased  substan¬ 
tially,  so  that  some  of  the  countries  to¬ 
day  are  helping  the  other  countries  of 
Europe  in  their  respective  recovery  pro¬ 
grams.  The  standards  of  living  have 
been  raised  to  a  gratifying  extent  in  all 
of  the  participating  countries.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  many  of  the  countries 
the  standards  of  living  are  now  almost 
back  to  the  prewar  level,  when  you  dis¬ 
count  the  question  of  housing  in  those 
countries  where  destruction  was  worst. 
Of  course,  the  housing  conditions  in  Eu¬ 
rope  will  be  bad  for  many  years  to 
come. 

The  morale  of  Europe  has  improved 
and  let  me  -say  to  you  this  is  of  the 
greatest  importance  in  this  critical  state 
of  world  affairs.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  cold  war  in  Europe  has  been  won  up 
to  the  present  time.  Communism  has 
been  stopped  in  its  tracks.  We  asked 
General  Clay  and  other  witnesses  who 
are  in  a  position  to  know  and  they  said 
that  in  their  judgment  there  would  have 
been  no  North  Atlantic  Pact,  which  guar¬ 
antees  the  safety  and  security  of  this 
country,  unless  there  had  been  an  ECA. 
They  said  that  the  Berlin  blockade  would 
not  have  been  lifted  had  it  no  been  for 
the  effects  of  the  ECA.  In  fact,  this  pro¬ 
gram  has  succeded  so  well,  that  many, 
who  1  year  ago  proclaimed  that  it  should 
not  be  undertaken  because  we  would  be 
pouring  money  down  a  rat  hole,  are  to¬ 
day  contending  that  recovery  has  been 
so  substantial  that  the  ECA  does  not 
now  need  additional  funds. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  know  how  much  money  is  covered 
in  this  bill  altogether? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  will  give  the  gentleman 
the  figures  in  just  a  moment. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  What  country  did  the 
gentleman  say  does  not  need  additional 
funds? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  did  not  say  any  coun¬ 
try.  I  said  that  many  people  who  stood 
on  this  floor  and  who  argued  a  year  ago 
-that  we  should  not  embark  upon  this 
program  because  we  would  be  pouring 
money  down  a  rat  hole  now  say  that  all 
the  countries  have  recovered  to  the  point 
where  they  do  not  need  any  money, 
which  is  an  admission  of  the  efficacy  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  RICH.  Has  the  gentleman  had 
any  indication  from  any  country  over 
there  that  they  would  not  need  any  funds 
at  any  particular  time  in  the  future? 

Mr.  GARY.  No;  and  I  am  going  to 
discuss  that  right  now. 

Mr.  RICH.  They  are  all  going  to  have 
their  hands  out  as  long  as  you  are  going 
to  hand  it  to  them. 


Mr.  GARY.  Gentlemen,  we  have  made 
substantial  progress,  and  yet  there  is  a 
great  deal  to  be  accomplished.  In  the 
first  place,  the  currencies  of  these  var¬ 
ious  countries  have  not  been  completely 
stabilized.  In  some  of  the  countries  in¬ 
flation  is  still  rampant.  That  is  one  of 
the  situations  that  the  ECA  is  fighting 
in  Europe  today.  It  is  insisting  that  the 
countries  stabilize  their  currencies.  We 
are  in  this  position  in  this  program,  the 
ECA  does  not  attempt  to  tell  these  var¬ 
ious  nations  what  they  have  got  to  do, 
but  they  are  trying  to  assist  them  in 
formulating  programs  that  will  even¬ 
tually  mean  the  economic  recovery  of 
the  entire  world. 

Much  is  yet  to  be  done  with  reference 
to  the  elimination  of  trade  barriers  so 
that  these  nations  in  Europe  can  trade 
freely  with  each  other.  A  great  deal  has 
been  accomplished  in  that  respect.  A 
number  of  trade  barriers  have  been  re¬ 
moved,  but  that  is  a  difficult  program  and 
consequently  it  is  one  that  is  going  to  take 
a  long  time  to  work  out.  The  nations 
of  Europe  need  a  balanced  budget.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  that  is  one  of  the  great 
problems  that  we  are  also  facing  in  our 
country  today.  In  some  of  these  coun¬ 
tries  they  have  not  imposed  adequate 
taxes,  and  in  one  or  two  instances  they 
have  not  collected  the  taxes  that  they 
have  imposed.  But  great  progress  has 
been  made  in  bringing  about  reforms  in 
these  respects.  Moreover,  a  great  deal 
has  been  accomplished  in  regional  co¬ 
operation,  yet  much  more  must  be  done. 
Naturally,  there  is  a  desire  on  the  part 
of  each  nation  of  Europe  to  become  self- 
sufficient  rather  than  remain  dependent 
upon  its  neighbor  nations  for  some  es¬ 
sential  commodities.  The  ECA  is  trying 
to  promote  a  program  of  regional  coop¬ 
eration,  so  that  one  nation  will  rely  more 
upon  another  nation  for  the  things  that 
nation  is  best  prepared  to  produce. 

We  have  two  alternatives  today.  One 
is  the  ECA,  which  will  bring  about  recov¬ 
ery  of  our  allies  in  Europe.  The  other  is 
to  prepare  for  war.  If  we  cannot  stop 
the  advance  of  communism  in  Europe, 
then  we  must  realize  that  sooner  or  later, 
after  they  have  taken  over  the  Continent 
of  Europe,  the  continent  of  North  Amer¬ 
ica  will  be  their  next  objective. 

The  ECA  program  is  a  defense  pro¬ 
gram,  and  it  is  a  much  more  effective  de¬ 
fense  program  than  one  of  merely  pre¬ 
paring  for  war,  for  this  reason:  if  we 
spend  all  our  money  preparing  for  war 
and  war  does  not  come,  the  money  is 
wasted;  but  if  we  spend  a  part  of  our 
money  in  strengthening  our  allies,  who 
will  assist  us  in  the  event  of  war,  we  will 
at  the  same  time  under  the  ECA  program 
strengthen  them  economically  so  that  in 
time  of  peace  we  will  increase  our  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  trade  and  provide  markets 
for  the  surpluses  in  this  country. 

We  all  know  that  the  United  States  is  a 
surplus-producing  Nation.  We  must 
have  foreign  markets  to  dispose  of  those 
surpluses  or  else  our  own  national  econ¬ 
omy  will  suffer.  When  we  rebuild  Eur¬ 
ope,  we  are  building  up  markets  which 
will  benefit  us  in  peacetime,  and  we  are 
also  strengthening  those  nations  to  the 
point  that  they  can  be  effective  allies  in 
the  event  of  war. 


Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

■  Mr.  RICH.  I  suppose  a  good  many 
people  think  I  am  opposed  in  every  way 
to  helping  others,  but  that  is  not  the 
case.  I  am  opposed  to  the  degree  in 
which  we  are  trying  to  aid  other  people, 
when  we  need  so  much  help  ourselves. 
Suppose  you  spend  this  $6,000,000,000  in 
assisting  these  countries;  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  believe  for  a  minute  that  these 
countries  will  give  every  consideration  to 
American  produce,  if  they  can  buy  the 
materials  from  some  other  country  for 
less  money  than  they  can  from  America? 

Mr.  GARY.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  I  do  not  believe  anyone  on  this 
floor  will  question  the  motives  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  have  the  highest  regard  for  him. 
I  know  that  in  this  matter  he  is  actuated 
by  the  highest  motives.  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  gentleman,  however,  and  the 
reason  I  do  not  agree  with  him  is  that  I 
have  seen  the  effectiveness  of-  this  pro¬ 
gram.  We  are  encour  aging  the  people  of 
Europe  to  trade  among  themselves  be¬ 
cause  they  must  have  trade  to  live,  just 
as  we  must.  On  the  other  hand,  unless 
we  can  strengthen  them  economically, 
they  cannot  trade  with  us  at  all.  We 
certainly  must  have  markets  for  the  sur¬ 
plus  products  in  this  country. 

Mr.  RICH.  They  have  always  worked 
things  out  themselves.  The  thing  I  fear 
will  happen  is  what  is  happening  in  this 
country.  We  are  trying  to  let  everybody 
know  they  can  get  everything  they  want 
without  doing  anything  to  get  it.  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  working  and  earning  and  sav¬ 
ing.  I  believe  that  the  more  you  do  for 
some  people  the  less  they  will  do  for 
themselves.  That  is  what  I  fear  we  are 
doing  in  the  operation  of  ECA. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  think  the  administration 
of  this  program  from  that  standpoint  has 
been  beyond  criticism.  Mr.  Hoffman 
and  his  associates  in  the  administration 
of  ECA  have  tried  in  every  way  they 
could  to  see  that  the  European  nations 
do  their  part.  The  gratifying  thing 
about  it  is  that  they  are  doing  their  part, 
and  the  results  to  date  show  it. 

Mr.  RICH.  One  other  statement:  I 
have  the  highest  regard  for  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  I  want  him  to  know  it. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  have  appreciated  my 
association  with  the  gentleman.  But 
have  you  weighed  the  question  of  how 
far  this  country  can  go  beyond  the  con¬ 
dition  that  we  find  ourselves  in  now, 
with  the  great  demands  that  are  made 
upon  us  for  the  people  of  our  own  coun¬ 
try?  How  much  further  do  you  think 
we  can  go  on?  I  know  that  we  have  a 
lot  of  fine  men  on  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  I  just  think  that  they 
are  overdoing  it.  Have  you  figured  how 
much  we  can  go  in  the  red  this  next 
year  and  still  be  economically  sound? 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  important  to  find 
out  how  far  we  can  go,  but  it  is  more  im¬ 
portant  in  my  judgment  to  know  how 
far  we  must  go.  We  must  go  far  enough 
to  protect  this  country.  To  have  an  in¬ 
adequate  program  for  the  ECA  would  be 
worse  than  having  none  at  all,  for  this 
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reason:  If  you  have  no  program  at  all, 
then  you  can  take  the  money  now  used 
for  the  ECA  and  use  it  for  atomic  bombs 
and  an  increased  Army  and  Navy  in  this 
country.  If,  you  have  an  adequate  pro¬ 
gram,  you  will  strengthen  our  enemies — 
pardon,  me,  I  mean  you  will  strengthen 
our  allies  to  the  point  that  if  war  should 
come,  they  will  be  of  material  assistance 
to  us.  But  if  you  have  an  inadequate 
program,  you  will  merely  weaken  the 
United  States  without  strengthening 
our  allies,  and  the  whole  amount  will 
be  virtually  thrown  away. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  gentleman  made  the 
statement,  inadvertently  of  course,  that 
we  will  strengthen  our  enemies. 

Mr.  GARY.  What  I  meant  to  say  and 
did  say  was  that  an  adequate  program 
would  strengthen  our  friends. 

Mr.  RICH.  Of  course  it  was  a  slip  of 
the  tongue.  I  know  the  gentleman  did 
not  mean  to  say  that.  But  what  I  am 
afraid  of  is  that  by  trying  to  strengthen 
our  friends  we  may  be  making  a  mistake. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  said  we  were  trying  to 
strengthen  our  allies. 

Mr.  RICH.  We  gave  Russia  over  $12,- 
000,000,000  worth  of  equipment,  which 
they  have  in  that  country.  We  are  fear¬ 
ful  of  them  now,  and  we  wish  we  had  it 
back. 

Mr.  GARY.  We  are  not  doing  that 
any  more. 

Mr.  RICH.  We  are  doing  the  same 
thing,  perhaps,  with  some  of  these  other 
countries  which  may  turn  on  us.  Under 
the  North  Atlantic  Pact,  we  are  figuring 
on  helping  them,  and  they  are  preparing 
for  v’ar  over  there.  They  might  turn 
around  and  use  that  against  us.  That  is 
what  I  am  afraid  of.  I  think  you  have 
to  keep  your  eyes  and  ears  wide  open  for 
fear  that  some  of  these  things,  which  we 
think  are  going  to  be  blessings,  will  turn 
out  to  be  anything  but  blessings  to  our 
country. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  agree  most  heartily 
with  the  gentlemen  on  that.  I  think 
that  is  what  our  committee  has  done. 
We  are  trying  to  see  that  this  money  is 
used  properly. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich!  asked  the  ques¬ 
tion:  How  far  can  we  go  in  the  red  on 
this?  I  would  like  to  ask  the  question  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  how 
far  does  he  think  we  will  go  in  the  red  if 
we  have  a  “hot”  war? 

Mr.  RICH.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  will  answer  that  question, 
if  the  gentleman  would  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  not  ask  me  to  yield  now. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Let  us  thresh  that 
question  out  on  our  own  time. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  would  like  to  give  the 
gentleman  the  opportunity  to  answer, 
but  I  feel  that  I  have  yielded  sufficiently. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  aim  of  our  committee 
was  to  provide  for  an  adequate  program 
at  the  least  possible  cost.  Let  us  look  at 
the  costs  briefly. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  permit  me  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  in  reference  to  the  question  asked 


by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
RabautI ? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  believe  that  if  we  would 
talk  peace,  and  work  and  do  everything 
Tor  peace  in  this  great  Nation  of  ours,  and 
in  all  the  world,  instead  of  talking  so 
much  about  the  probability  of  having 
war  with  Russia — if  we  would  send  a 
commission  over  there,  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  to  try  to  get  to¬ 
gether  with  them  peacefully,  we  would 
accomplish  a  great  deal  more  than  by 
trying  to  prepare  for  war.  Whenever  we 
make  these  great  preparations  for  war,  - 
we  have  a  lot  of  fellows  who  want  to  use 
the  machinery  of  war.  That  is  what  will 
happen.  But  if  we  talk  peace  and  try 
to  keep  from  spending  our  money  for 
arms  and  munitions,  and  things  of  that 
kind,  then  we  will  have  peace. 

Mr.  GARY.  May  I  say  this — of  course, 
if  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  be¬ 
lieved,  as  I  do,  that  this  program  will  pro¬ 
mote  the  peace  of  the  world,  he  would  not 
object  to  one  dollar  that  we  are  spending. 
From  the  bottom  of  my  heart  I  believe 
that  it  will  do  just  that.  That  is  the 
reason  I  stand  before  this  body  today, 
with  all  the  sincerity  of  my  being,  to  ask 
you  to  provide  for  an  adequate  program 
for  the  ECA,  which  I  think  is  the  greatest 
factor  we  have  for  the  advancement  of 
world  peace  today. 

Let  me  talk  for  a  few  moments  about 
the  figures.  In  the  ECA  authorization 
bill  recently  passed  by  this  Congress,  we 
authorized  $1,150,000,000  for  the  period 
from  April  3  to  June  30,  1949.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that,  we  authorized  $4,280,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950.  The  total  au¬ 
thorization  was  $5,430,000,000.  That  was 
the  original  estimate  for  this  program. 
But  before  the  bill  was  presented  to  our 
committee,  realizing  that  there  had  been 
some  reduction  in  prices,  when  the  budg¬ 
et  estimate  was  submitted,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  himself  cut  those  estimates  $157,- 
800,000  below  the  authorization.  So 
that  the  budget  estimates  were  $1,074,- 
000,000  for  the  period  from  April  3  to 
June  30,  1949,  and  $4,198,200,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1950,  making  a  total  of 
$5,272,200,000. 

The  subcommittee  went  over  these  es¬ 
timates  very  carefully.  They  felt  that 
they  could  be  further  reduced.  There  had 
been  some  price  reductions  between  the 
time  of  the  President’s  budget  estimates, 
and  the  submission  of  the  report  to  us, 
which  we  estimated  at  $42,300,000.  We 
considered  that  there  would  be  a  con¬ 
tinued  decline  in  prices  throughout  next 
year,  and  that  decline  was  estimated  at 
$80,000,000.  In  addition,  there  is  now 
pending  before  the  Senate  an  interna¬ 
tional  wheat  agreement  which  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  ratified  by  that  body  and  if  it  is 
ratified,  the  ECA,  by  reason  of  the  price 
provided  in  that  agreement,  will  save 
$60,000,000. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  If  the  gentleman  will 
permit,  I  wish  to  read  a  statement  from 
the  New  York  Times  of  May  24.  This 
article  states: 

The  cost-of-living  index  went  up  0.1  per¬ 
cent  between  March  15  and  April  15,  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reported  today. 
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This  represented  higher  average  retail  prices 
for  foods,  miscellaneous  consumers  goods 
and  services.  According  to  this  report  it 
marked  the  second  month  of  slight  price 
rises  following  6  months  of  falling  prices. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  for  that  information 
which  indicates  that  our  subcommittee 
may  have  cut  too  deeply.  The  items 
which  I  just  outlined  total  $182,300,000 
that  the  subcommittee  cut  from  the  ECA 
appropriations. 

When  the  recommendations  of  the 
subcommittee  were  submitted  to  the  full 
committee,  the  full  committee  felt  ftrat 
the  subcommittee  had  not  cut  suffi¬ 
ciently;  consequently  a  motion  was  made 
in  the  full  committee  that  the  amount 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950  be  decreased  15 
percent  from  the  amount  of  the  budget 
request.  That  brought  the  figure  down 
to  $3,568,470,000.  It  cut  the  total  budget 
requests  for  ECA  to  $4,642,470,000.  That 
was  a  reduction  of  $1,280,730,000  below 
the  funds  available  for  the  fiscal  year 
1949,  or  a  cut  of  26  percent.  It  is  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $629,000,000,  or  15  percent, 
below  the  budget  estimates. 

Frankly,  the  subcommittee  did  not 
think  that  was  a  proper  cut,  but  we  are 
not  going  to  ask  at  this  time  that  the 
amount  be  restored;  what  we  are  going  to 
ask  is  that  the  House  write  into  the  bill 
a  provision  that  was  in  last  year’s  bill, 
inserted,  I  think,  at  the  instance  of  my 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Taber],  The  language  which  is 
identical  with  that  inserted  in  the  bill 
passed  in  1948  is  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  the  entire  amount  may  be 
apportioned  for  obligation  or  may  be  obli¬ 
gated  and  expended  if  the  President  after 
recommendation  by  the  Administrator  deems 
such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  act  during  the  period  ending 
May  15,  1950. 

That  means  that  we  are  appropriating 
this  amount  for  a  15  months’  period.  If, 
however,  it  becomes  necessary  it  may  be 
used  in  a  period  of  1314  months.  If  the 
committee  has  guessed  right,  the  funds 
appropriated  will  be  spent  during  the  15 
months’  period  and  the  entire  amount 
stricken  from  the  bill  by  the  committee 
will  be  saved.  However,  if  it  develops 
that  the  program  cannot  be  successfully 
carried  on  for  the  full  15  months  with 
the  funds  provided  in  the  bill,  then  the 
President  may  authorize  that  the  ex¬ 
penditures  be  accelerated  and  the  entire 
funds  spent  in  1314  months.  The 
amendment  will  insure  the  continuation 
of  this  program  which  is  so  vital  to  our 
national  defense  and  to  world  recovery. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia,  who  is  my  chairman  also 
on  another  subcommittee,  contemplate 
that  at  the  end  of  4  years  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram  shall  terminate? 

Mr.  GARY.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  that  is  one  thing 
this  subcommittee  has  insisted  upon  and 
we  had  every  assurance  from  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  and  his  associates  that  they  are 
working  to  this  end.  They  have  served 
notice  on  all  of  the  recipient  countries 
that  the  program  will  close  in  1952  as 
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originally  planned  and  that  relief  will 
not  be  extended  beyond  that  time.  I 
have  talked  with  Mr.  Hoffman  and  Mr. 
Harriman.  They  both  assert  that  the 
program  has  gained  a  certain  momentum 
at  the  present  time  and,  if  we  do  not 
sustain  that  momentum,  they  fear  that 
we  may  not  complete  the  program  within 
4  years  as  contemplated  and  it  may  cost 
us  much  more  in  the  long  run  than  mak¬ 
ing  a  proper  appropriation  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  Assuming  that  the 
President  exercises  a  power  to  use  the 
entire  amount,  what  percentage  of  re¬ 
duction  do  the  figures  in  this  bill  repre¬ 
sent  when  compared  to  the  1949  appro¬ 
priation? 

Mr.  GARY.  Seventeen  percent. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  I  have  an  impres¬ 
sion  it  was  somewhat  less  than  that  from 
what  the  gentleman  said  in  committee. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  said  6.2  percent  below 
the  authorization  in  committee,  but  it  is 
17  percent  below  the  funds  available  for 
1949. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  In  estimating  that 
percentage,  does  the  gentleman  include 
the  1949  $1,000,000,000  loan  fund? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  That  accounts  for 
the  difference  between  the  17  percent 
and  the  6  percent? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  6  percent  applies  to 
the  authorized  funds.  It  has  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  amounts  used  in  the  fiscal 
year  1949. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  What  is  the  reduc¬ 
tion  from  the  appropriated  funds  in 
1949? 

Mr.  GARY.  From  the  appropriated 
funds  of  1949?  They  had  three  sums  for 
a  15-month  period. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  I  am  taking  a  15- 
month  period  in  both  cases  because  this 
bill  is  for  a  15-month  period  and  the 
full  amount  is  the  amount  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  may  call  for. 

Mr.  GARY.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  the  percentage  eliminating  the 
$1,000,000,000  loan  fund? 

Mr.  COUDERT.  Yes. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  do  not  have  that  per¬ 
centage. 

Mr.  COUDERT.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  committee  this  year  and  next  year 
should  consider  the  fact,  if  this  is  a 
4-year  program,  that  it  ought  to  be  re¬ 
duced  pro  rata  in  each  year  so  that  when 
it  comes  to  the  end  there  will  not  be  an 
enormous  sudden  drop  in  funds  being 
paid  out  by  the  United  States  to  Europe, 
which  might  adversely  affect  our  econ¬ 
omy  and  the  European  economy. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  understand  what  the 
gentleman  has  in  mind.  We  started  this 
program  about  a  year  ago.  It  took  some 
time  to  gain  momentum.  The  Adminis¬ 
trator  feels  we  should  not  reduce  quite 
as  much  now  because  we  have  gained 
that  momentum ;  but,  if  we  keep  up  this 
momentum  this  year,  next  year  we  can 
cut  more  drastically  and  the  following 
year  more  drastically  still.  As  recovery 
progresses  the  countries  will  need  less 
money.  By  this  program  we  are  build¬ 
ing  these  countries  up  to  where  they 
become  self-sustaining,  so  that  the 
greater  their  recovery  the  less  money  the 
United  States  has  to  contribute. 


Mr.  COUDERT.  The  gentleman  real¬ 
izes,  I  take  it,  -that  all  concerned  with 
this  program  admit  that  at  the  end  of 
4  years  the  ERP  nations  will  not  have 
attained  self-sufficiency.  That  is  true, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  GARY.  No;  I  do  not  think  that 
it  true.  I  do  not  know  that  they  will  be 
completely  self-sustaining,  but  they  will 
be  in  position  to  go  along  without  fur¬ 
ther  aid  from  this  program. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  VORYS.  On  the  point  that  has 
just  been  brought  up,  and  it  has  been 
brought  up  a  number  of  times  before, 
I  think  the  House  should  be  reminded 
of  what  these  countries  over  there  are 
doing  themselves.  It  was  brought  out 
before  our  committee  and  before  the 
House  when  the  extension  bill  was  up. 
The  OEEC — the  Organization  for  Euro¬ 
pean  Economic  Cooperation,  set  up  by 
these  16  European  nations — when  it  re¬ 
ceived  estimates  from  the  various  mem¬ 
ber  governments  for  this  year  and  for 
the  period  up  to  1952,  found  those  fig¬ 
ures  were  out  of  balance  by  over  $3,000,- 
000,000,  and  that  Europe  would  have  a 
dollar  deficit  of  that  amount  at  the  end 
of  ECA,  if  these  estimates  were  used. 
The  OEEC  itself  refused  to  accept  these 
figures,  and  sent  them  back  to  every 
country,  saying  in  substance:  “You  have 
got  to  refigure  this  so  that  instead  of  a 
$3,000,000,000  deficit  in  1952  we  come 
out  even.” 

It  was  felt,  and  I  think  with  some  jus¬ 
tice,  that  this  was  a  step  in  the  right  di¬ 
rection  by  this  organization  itself.  They 
refused  to  rubber  stamp  the  reports,  as 
I  fear  they  did  in  1948,  but  instead  they 
criticized  these  reports  and  returned 
them  without  approval.  They  said,  for 
instance,  that  each  country  was  trying  to 
achieve  entirely  too  much  self-sufficiency, 
and  they  had  better  reflgure  their  esti¬ 
mates,  and  cooperate,  so  as  to  ggt  Europe 
in  balance  by  1952. 

I  want  to  point  this  out;  while  the 
amount  of  money  we  furnish  by  way  of 
grants,  subject  only  to  the  deposit  of 
counterpart  funds,  should  shrink  down 
finally  to  nothing  at  the  end  of  the  4- 
year  period,  in  1952,  the  amount  of  ma¬ 
terial  that  we  can  furnish  from  our  farms 
and  factories  will  not  only  be  available 
but  will  increase.  What  we  should  aim 
to  do  and  what  the  OEEC  should  aim 
to  do  is  not  to  cut  down  the  exports  from 
the  United  States  but  to  arrange  to  pay 
for  them,  either  in  cash  or  credit,  by  1952, 
and  I  feel  quite  confident  that  that  can  be 
done. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  I  would  like 
to  commend  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
for  his  Interest,  being  certainly  one  of 
the  hardest  working  Members  of  the 
House,  and  for  the  very  fine,  clear  state¬ 
ment  he  is  making. 

I  noticed  in  the  paper 'this  morning 
that  an  agreement  has  been  worked  out. 
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I  understand  time  is  of  the  essence,  and 
therefore  the  gentleman  did  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  advise  the  full  Committee 
on  Appropriations  nor  the  House  of  the 
agreement.  I  just  wonder  if  he  will  ex¬ 
plain  it  sometime  in  his  own  time  in  de- 
•tail.  Does  the  gentleman  intend  to  do 
that  later,  or  would  he  care  to  do  it  now? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman 
that  I  have  just  explained  that  when  the 
bill  is  up  for  amendment  I  shall  offer  an 
amendment  to  place  into  the  bill  iden¬ 
tically  the  same  language  that  was  in  the 
bill  last  year;  the  language  which  I  just 
read  a  few  moments  ago  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  That  is  fine. 
I  understand  that;  that  is  very  clear. 
From  there  let  us  go  two  or  three  steps 
further.  Does  the  gentleman  intend  to 
offer  a  motion  to  restore  the  funds? 

Mr.  GARY.  No. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  Or  leave  the 
funds  as  they  are  now? 

Mr.  GARY.  We  leave  the  funds  as 
they  are  now.  That  is,  the  ECA  funds? 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  That  is  right. 

Now,  will  the  gentleman’s  motion  in¬ 
clude  the  occupied  countries'  funds? 

Mr.  GARY.  No.  I  am  coming  to  that 
right  now. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  Will  they  be 
touched  in  any  way? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  am  coming  to  that  right 
now;  if  the  gentleman  will  just  wait,  I 
will  explain  the  rest  of  it.  I  have  com¬ 
pleted  my  statement  with  reference  to 
ECA.  If  the  gentleman  will  just  give  me 
a  few  moments,  I  will  attempt  an  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  other  items. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  in  my  hand  a 
letter  received  on  May  19,  over  the  sig¬ 
nature  of  Mr.  Paul  Hoffman,  in  which 
he  admits  that  lumber  is  being  purchased 
behind  the  iron  curtain  under  the  ECA 
program  in  competition  with  the  Amer¬ 
ican  lumber  industry.  I  therefore  as¬ 
sume  that  the  same  thing  is  true  of 
other  commodities. 

Now,  can  the  gentleman,  who  is  well 
versed  and  well  informed  regarding  these 
appropriations  and  the  uses  thereof,  ex¬ 
plain  to  me,  first,  how  that  is  consistent 
with  the  program;  and,  secondly,  will 
he  tell  the  House  how  much  ECA  money 
is  being  spent  behind  the  iron  curtain 
in  the  procurement  of  commodities  in 
competition  with  American  industry? 

Mr.  GARY.  So  far  as  we  know,  ab¬ 
solutely  none.  There  may  be  some  iso¬ 
lated  instances,  the  gentleman  will  un- 
derstand 

Mr.  WIT. I .TAMS,  If  the  gentleman 
wants  to  see  this  letter,  I  will  be  very 
happy  to  show  it  to  him. 

Mr.  GARY.  He  admits  that  that  might 
be  true? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  He  says: 

We  may  add,  a  .comparatively  small 
amount — 

Speaking  of  lumber — 
has  been  authorized  for  procurement  behind 
the  Iron  curtain. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  know  how  much 
is  being  procured  behind  the  iron  cur¬ 
tain. 
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Mr.  GARY.  There  is  no  provision  in 
this  bill  for  any  countries  behind  the 
iron  curtain. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Before  the  House 
votes  on  this  measure,  does  not  the 
gentleman  feel  that  we  should  know  how 
much  is  being  spent  behind  the  irbn 
curtain? 

Mr.  GARY.  None  is  being  spent  be¬ 
hind  the  iron  curtain. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Then  Mr.  Hoffman 
is  wrong? 

Mr.  GARY.  He  said  there  may  have 
been.  There  may  have  been  in  the  past, 
but  there  is  none  at  the  present  time,  as 
I  understand  it,  and  there  are  no  funds 
in  this  bill  to  be  spent  behind  the  iron 
curtain. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  think  perhaps  what 
may  confuse  the  picture  is  that  some  of 
these  countries  are  still  dealing  in  their 
own  currencies  with  countries  that  are 
behind  the  iron  curtain,  using  soft  cur¬ 
rencies,  but  not  with  the  dollars  that 
come  from  the  United  States  under  the 
ECA  program. 

Mr.  GARY.  Certainly  there  is  no 
money  in  this  bill  for  any  country  behind 
the  iron  curtain. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  It  is  true,  however,  that 
some  of  the  participating  countries  are 
trading  with  countries  behind  the  iron 
curtain  and  receiving  certain  supplies 
from  them.  For  instance,  Poland  is 
sending  coal  and  timber  to  the  different 
countries.  I  think  there  are  some  food 
shipments  out  of  Yugoslavia  into  Italy. 
Perhaps  there  is  a  little  meat  coming  in. 
I  would  not  be  sure  about  that.  I  think 
that  is  true. 

Mr.  GARY.  There  is  some  coming 
fi»om  some  of  the  countries;  yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  By  way  of  explana¬ 
tion,  let  me  say  that  this  letter  written 
by  Mr.  Hoffman  has  sole  reference  to 
purchases  and  procurement  under  the 
ECA  program. 

I  will  read  further  from  Mr.  Hoffman’s 
letter.  He  says: 

It  ts  the  purpose  of  this  policy — 

Speaking  of  the  policy  adopted  by  the 
ECA— 

to  assure  to  the  United  States  lumber  in¬ 
dustry  an  opportunity  to  compete  for  ECA- 
flnanced  business. 

Mr.  GARY.  And  not  countries  behind 
the  iron  curtain. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Before  he  came  to 
that,  he  admitted  we  were  purchasing 
lumber  behind  the  iron  curtain. 

Mr.  GARY.  Not  that  we  were  pur¬ 
chasing  lumber  behind  the  iron  curtain. 
As  the  gentleman  has  explained,  there  is 
some  trade  between  the  countries;  yes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  It  is  being  purchased 
by  American  money. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  wonder  if  the  confusion 
may  not  arise  from  the  possibility  that 


some  of  these  countries  may  have  used 
for  buying  behind  the  iron  curtain  some 
of  the  counterpart  funds,  funds  that  they 
put  up  in  their  own  currency  to  match 
the  value  of  what  we  send  over  in  dol¬ 
lars.  There  is  no  reason  so  far  as  I 
know  why  they  should  not  use  it  for  that 
purpose  if  authorized  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor.  Furthermore,  we  must  remind  our¬ 
selves  again  that  the  one  objective  of 
this  program  is  to  help  them  get  in  such 
a  position  that  they  do  not  have  to  buy 
so  much  in  dollars  or  in  hard-currency 
countries;  otherwise,  we  never  can  end 
the  program. 

•  Mr.  TABER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further — as  I  understand,  these 
counterpart  funds  are  used  entirely  with¬ 
in  the  country  to  which  the  goods  are 
sent.  The  counterpart  funds  represent 
a  fraction  of  the  receipts  from  merchan¬ 
dise  that  is  sold  that  is  contributed  from 
our  purchases  from  participating  coun¬ 
tries  and  Western  Hemisphere  countries 
and  ourselves,  to  ship  over  there.  None 
of  those  counterpart  funds  are  used  in 
any  way  outside  the  country  into  which 
the  goods  are  sent,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  correct. 

Mrs.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  California. 

Mrs.  DOUGLAS.  The  distinguished 
former  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  is  quite  correct.  Coun¬ 
terpart  funds  are  not  used  to  finance 
trade  between  the  countries  of  Europe, 
either  between  the  western  countries  of 
Europe  or  in  east-west  trade.  There 
is  today  east-west  trade  in  Europe. 
There  has  always  been  east-west  trade 
in  Europe.  Eastern  Europe  has  the 
grains,  the  coal,  the  wood  western  Europe 
must  have.  Without  such  trade,  the 
Marshall  plan  would  cost  many  times 
over  what  it  is  costing  to  get  the  western 
European  nations  back  on  their  feet. 
East-west  trade  is  not  financed  out  of 
American  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  may  recall  the 
statement  I  made  on  the  floor,  when  the 
ERP  legislation  was  before  the  House.  I 
handled  that  part  of  the  program,  ex¬ 
plaining  the  intra-European-payments 
plan  for  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee.  I  pointed  out  that  there  are  little 
Marshall  plans  underwritten  by  the 
Marshall-plan  countries — intra-Euro¬ 
pean-payments  programs  that  permit 
trade  to  be  carried  on  between  the  west¬ 
ern  nations  in  Europe  and,  where  it  is 
necessary,  between  the  western  nations 
and  the  eastern  nations  of  Europe. 
Western  Europe  must  import  such  things 
as  wood,  wheat,  coal,  and  dairy  products. 
For  instance,  England  imports  her  eggs 
from  Poland.  Wood  comes  from  Russia 
to  England.  If  England  had  not  been 
able  to  get  wood,  she  could  not  have 
started  building  homes  for  those  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  families  whose 
houses  were  bombed  out  in  the  war. 

Intra-European  trade  is  carried  on 
through  trade  arrangements  financed  by 
local  currencies.  It  is  not  financed  by 
our  dollars. 

You  will  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
when  the  ERP  program  was  originally 
discussed  in  the  House,  the  committee 


of  the  House  amended  the  bill  prohibit¬ 
ing  exports  to  the  ECA  countries  of  any 
goods  in  short  supply  in  this  country. 

That  is  why  in  some  instances  ECA 
countries  have  gone  outside  of  the  United 
States  to  buy  wheat  and  other  products. 
First,  they  do  not  begin  to  have  enough 
dollars  to  buy  in  the  United  States  all 
the  food  and  raw  materials  that  they 
need.  Second,  many  of  the  products 
which  ECA  countries  imported  last  year 
from  one  another,  other  parts  of  the 
world  or  the  eastern  countries,  were  not 
available  in  the  United  States  or  were  in 
short  supply.  The  Marshall-plan  coun¬ 
tries  in  trading  with  eastern  European 
countries  by  agreement  have  observed 
the  same  trade  regulations  the  United 
States  observes  in  trading  with  eastern 
European  countries  in  regard  to  the  ex¬ 
port  of  military  potential. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.'  I  would  just  like  to  ask 
this  question  to  try  to  clear  up  this  mat¬ 
ter.  Is  it  not  the  policy  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  thg,t  European 
countries  under  the  recovery  program 
shall  first  use,  wherever  possible,  their 
own  currencies  and  second,  that  if  they 
do  have  to  use  our  dollars,  they  will  buy 
them  in  the  cheapest  possible  markets. 
Is  that  not  the  whole  reason  for  what¬ 
ever  trade  is  carried  on  between  east  and 
west  Europe? 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  not  the  policy  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations — it  is 
the  policy  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
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Mr.  JAVITS.  Exactly. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  felt,  as  I  stated  at  the  very 
beginning,  that  it  was  not  our  duty  and 
responsibility  to  determine  policy. 
Those  policies  have  been  determined  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
our  duty  to  determine  how  much  money 
is  necessary  to  carry  out  those  policies 
and  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  the  policy,  as  you 
understand  it,  as  I  have  stated. 

Mr.  GARY.  Exactly. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Another  question.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  Europe,  having  had  ap¬ 
proximately  $11,000,000,000  deficit  when 
we  started  this  program,  even  if  there 
has  been  waste;  it  has  been  cut  down  to 
$3,000,000,000  in  4  years,  and  ERP  has 
more  than  paid  its  way  and  has  done 
a  remarkable  job. 

Mr.  GARY.  There  is  no  question 
about  it. 

May  I  speak  briefly  with  reference  to 
GARIOA  and  EROA.  GARIOA  is  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas; 
and  EROA  is  Economic  Rehabilitation  in 
Occupied  Areas.  It  is  the  ECA  for  Ja¬ 
pan.  The  appropriation  for  these  items 
for  1949  was  $1,300,000,000.  The  budget 
estimate  for  1950  was  $1,000,000,000. 
The  subcommittee  recommended  $949,- 
600,000.  In  other  words,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  cut  the  appropriation  because  of 
decreasing  prices,  which  we.,  went  into 
very  carefully,  and  because  of  some  ad¬ 
ministrative  savings,  which  we  thought 
could  be  effected — $50,430,000. 

The  full  committee  recommended  a 
cut  of  15  percent  in  the  GARIOA  and  the 
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EROA  funds.  While  ECA  is  a  voluntary 
program,  GARIOA  is  a  legal  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  United  States.  We  must 
take  care  of  conquered  territories.  At 
the  present  time  we  are  changing  the  ad¬ 
ministration  in  Germany  from  military 
government  to  civilian  government.  It 
would  be  extremely  unfortunate  if,  at 
this  time,  we  should  make  such  cuts  as 
would  embarrass  the  new  administra¬ 
tion,  which  is  just  taking  over  under 
Mr.  McCloy.  Therefore,  at  the  proper 
time,  an  amendment  will  be  offered,  not 
to  restore  the  entire  amount  of  the  cut, 
but  to  restore  for  GARIOA  $75,000,000  of 
the  $150,000,000  stricken  by  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  to  restore  of  the  administrative 
funds,  which  does  not  mean  any  addi¬ 
tional  appropriation,  because  they  are 
taken  out  of  the  total  appropriation, 
$45,000,000,  which  is  a  reduction  of  $5,- 
000,000  from  the  amount  requested  in 
the  budget. 

In  addition,  this  bill  carries  an  item  of 
$50,000,000  for  assistance  to  Greece  and 
Turkey.  There  have  been  no  changes  in 
that  amount,  either  by  the  committee  or 
the  subcommittee.  The  House  has  au¬ 
thorized,  an  appropriation  of  $275,000,000 
for  that  purpose.  We  have  previously 
appropriated  $225,000,000.  This  bill 
merely  appropriates  >he  remaining  $50,- 
000,000  to  be  expended  as  a  stop-gap 
fund  until  the  recommendations  come 
through  for  the  Atlantic  Pact  program. 
It  is  understood  that  this  appropriation 
will  be  taken  into  consideration  wheri 
the  budget  requests  are  submitted  for 
funds  to  implement  the  Atlantic  Pact. 

The  $50,000,000  will  finance  the  Greek 
and  Turkish  programs  until  October  or 
November.  * 

I  want  to  apologize  to  the  membership 
for  taking  so  much  of  their  time,  but 
I  did  want  to  give  you  a  complete  and 
full  explanation  of  this  bill.  I  hope  the 
House  will  see  fit  to  adopt  the  two  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  suggested.  With 
these  amendments  this  bill  will  ade¬ 
quately  take  care  of  the  situation  for  the 
next  year,  and  will  show  the  Communists 
in  Russia  that  we  really  mean  business 
in  this  recovery  program.  Moreover, 
our  action  will  tremendously  strengthen 
the  hands  of  Mr.  Acheson,  who  is  in 
Paris  today,  negotiating  with  the  For¬ 
eign  Ministers  of  Russia,  England,  and 
France. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,’ will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  shall  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  be¬ 
fore  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Virginia  relinquishes  the  floor  I  wish  to 
make  this  observation:  I  know  something 
about  the  gentleman  from  Virginia;  I 
know  something  about  his  interest  in  and 
his  work  for  drastic  Federal  economies. 
I  was  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Treasury-Post  Office  appropriations  in 
the  Eightieth  Congress,  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  served  under  me.  He 
gave  me  100-percent  support  in  my  pro¬ 
gram  to  cut  severely  the  requests  of  the 
President  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
furthermore,  when  we  faced  the  Senators 
in  conference  on  the  other  side  of  the 
building  he  was  a  stand-up  man  in  con¬ 
ference,  so  much  so  that  one  of  the  elder 


statesmen  who  had  served  in  the  other 
body  for  some  20  years  made  this  state¬ 
ment:  “Gary,  of  Virginia,  and  Canfield, 
of  New  Jersey,  are  pretty  tough  conferees, 
the  toughest  I  have  ever  faced.”  So  I 
congratulate  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  on  the  job  he  Is  continuing  to  do 
in  this  Congress  as  the  present  chairman 
of  that  Subcommittee  and  as  chairman 
of  this  special  Subcommittee  on  ECA. 
He  is  a  credit,  a  distinct  credit,  to  the 
Congress  and  the  country. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  and  remind  him  that 
with  his  help  we  cut  the  Treasury  Post 
Office  request  this  year  by  $100,000,000, 
but  $40,000,000  of  it  has  now  been  re¬ 
stored  in  the  other  body. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  desire  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  my  appreciation 
for  the  splendid  manner  in  which  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]  has 
explained  this  important  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation.  I  desire  to  compliment  him 
highly  and  extend  him  the  thanks  of 
myself  and  others  who  feel  likewise,  for 
the  wonderful  work  that  he  and  his  sub¬ 
committee  have  done.  We  of  Virginia 
are  wholeheartedly  supporting  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  wish  him  to  know  that  we 
appreciate  the  wonderful  work  that  he 
has  done. 

Since  April  2,  1948,  this  program  has 
been  in  effect.  Its  purpose  is  to  help  the 
European  countries  help  themselves  re¬ 
cover  economically.  At  the  time  the 
program  was  instigated,  economically, 
western  Europe  was  bankrupt.  The 
question  was  whether  or  not  the  demo¬ 
cratic  countries  would  be  able  to  survive 
economically.  They  were  on  the  brink 
of  collapse  internally.  Since  that  time 
much  progress  has  been  made  to  date  to¬ 
ward  European  recovery.  Agricultural 
and  industrial  production  has  been 
steadily  rising,  living  conditions  have 
been  improving,  and  morale  is  higher 
now  than  at  any  time  since  the  war 
ended.  Despite  these  favorable  aspects, 
inadequate  progress  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  in  certain  features  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  aid  being  extended  by  the 
United  States  is  a  relatively  small  but 
vital  factor  in  the  aggregate  of  what 
must  be  produced  and  accomplished  for 
Europe  to  become  self-supporting  by 
June  30,  1952.  The  progress  made  to¬ 
ward  recovery  up  to  now  is  largely  at¬ 
tributable  to  the  efforts  made  by  Euro¬ 
peans  themselves,  and  the  success  or 
failure  to  achieve  adequate  recovery  by 
1952  will  also  depend  principally  upon 
the  efforts  made  in  Europe.  Continued 
aid  in  declining  volume  by  the  United 
States  will,  however,  be  an  indispensable 
factor.  In  other  words,  due  to  the  prog¬ 
ress  that  has  been  made  by  the  western 
democracies  in  Europe,  it  is  now  possible 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  our  aid,  but  aid 
is  a  vital  and  necessary  factor  in  the  con¬ 
tinuing  recovery  of  Europe. 

It  is  necessary  to  have  an  expansion  of 
production,  consumption,  and  trade  in 
Europe  and  throughout  the  world  during 
the  period  of  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram,  and  after  it  has  ended,  if  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  program  are  to  be  realized. 


It  is  most  important  that  care  be  exer¬ 
cised  that  any  tendencies  on  the  part  of 
participating  countries  to  indulge  in  un¬ 
economic  self-sufficiency  are  not  imple¬ 
mented  by  the  investment  of  aid  funds, 
or  funds  contributing  to  requirements  for 
aid.  It  is  conceded  by  all  people  familiar 
with  the  program  that  it  has  done  a  won¬ 
derful  job,  that  the  administration  of 
the  plan  has  been  carried  out  in  a  busi¬ 
nesslike  and  highly  efficient  manner  and 
speaks  well  for  Administrator  Hoffman 
and  his  staff. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  appreciate  the  very 
gracious  words  of  my  colleague,  but 
being  a  politician,  I  may  say  that  I  value 
votes  above  commendation,  and  I  hope 
that  the  House  will  endorse  my  views 
by  its  vote. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  The  gentle¬ 
man’s  explanation  of  the  bill  has  been 
very  helpful  and  I  am  sure  all  Members 
of  the  House  appreciate  the  splendid  job 
the  gentleman  has  done.  My  question 
has  to  do  with  the  section  of  the  bill 
dealing  with  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  authorization  for  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  use  funds  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  relief  packages  to  Japan  and 
some  of  the  occupied  lands;  but  I  do  not 
find  anything  in  the  section  authorizing 
the  ECA  and  its  Administrator  to  do  that 
same  thing  for  the  European  areas.  I 
understood  such  a  provision  was  included 
in  the  bill  last  year. 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  included  in  this  bill. 
We  have  not  touched  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  consumed  58  minutes. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown], 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  out 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
earlier  today  the  Commission  created 
by  the  Eightieth  Congress  on  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  held  its  last  official  meeting 
at  the  White  House  and  submitted  its 
final  report  to  the  President,  the  Vice 
President,  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 

This  bipartisan  Commission,  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  which  was  appointed  in  July 
of  1947  by  President  Truman,  Speaker 
Martin,  and  Senate  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore  Vandenberg,  has  worked  diligently 
at  the  task  assigned  it  for  the  past  21 
months.  In  its  work  it  has  had  the  as¬ 
sistance  of  several  hundred  outstanding 
American  citizens,  many  of  whom  have 
made  great  personal  sacrifices  to  serve 
their  country. 

Including  the  final  summary  or  report 
filed  today,  the  Commission  has  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  19  official  reports 
setting  forth  318  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  which,  if  followed,  will  make 
possible  huge  savings  and  greater  effi¬ 
ciency  in  the  operation  of  the  Federal 
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Government.  Now  it  is  up  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  President  to  make  effective 
the  new  economies  and  efficiencies  in  the 
public  service  which  have  been  charted 
by  the  Commission. 

Those  serving  as  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  have  been:  Hon.  Herbert  Hoo¬ 
ver,  ex-President  of  the  United  States; 
Dean  Acheson,  Secretary  of  State;  the 
late  James  V.  Forrestal,  Secretary  of 
National  Defense;  Arthur  S.  Flemming, 
former  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  and  now  president  of  Ohio 
Wesleyan  University;  Joseph  P.  Ken¬ 
nedy,  former  Ambassador  to  Great  Brit¬ 
ain;  James  H.  Rowe,  Jr.,  former  White 
House  secretary  and  Assistant  Attorney 
General;  Dr.  James  K.  Pollock,  professor 
of  political  science,  University  of  Mich¬ 
igan;  George  H.  Mead,  industrialist,  of 
Ohio;  Senators  Aiken,  of  Vermont;  and 
McClellan,  of  Arkansas;  our  former  col¬ 
league  in  the  House,  Carter  Manasco,  of 
Alabama;  and  your  humble  speaker,  au¬ 
thor  of  H.  R.  775,  the  bill  which  created 
the  Commission. 

At  the  meeting  to  organize  the  Com¬ 
mission,  held  in  the  Cabinet  room  at  the 
White  House  and  presided  over  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  nom¬ 
inating  our  only  living  ex-President, 
Herbert  Hoover,  for  Chairman  of  the 
Commission.  He  was  unanimously 
elected,  as  was  Dean  Acheson,  as  Vice 
Chairman. 

And  now  that  the  Commission  has  con¬ 
cluded  its  labors  and  will  cease  to  exist 
in  a  few  days  I  wish,  not  only  in  my  own 
behalf,  but  in  behalf  of  other  members 
of  the  Commission,  to  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  pay  a  tribute  to  the  great  Amer¬ 
ican  who  served  as  our  Chairman  and  by 
whose  name  the  Commission  on  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  is  best  known — Herbert 
Hoover. 

Most  men,  when  they  have  suffered  a 
political  defeat,  retire  to  nurse  their 
grievances.  Many  men,  when  they  have 
reached  the  venerable  age  of  three  score 
and  ten,  sit  back  to  reminisce  on  their 
past  greatness.  Few  men — very  few,  in¬ 
deed — take  on  a  new  tasks  and  new 
careers  at  such  an  age.  Few  men  disre¬ 
gard  their  personal  comforts,  their  own 
needs,  and  the  possibility  of  physical  ex¬ 
haustion,  to  serve  the  public  interest  at 
such  an  age. 

Herbert  Hoover  is  today  the  leader  of 
no  political  party.  He  is  not  regarded 
solely  as  a  former  President  of  the  United 
States.  He  has  found  altogether  a  dif¬ 
ferent  place  in  the  hearts  of  our  people, 
a  place  that  might  be  the  envy  of  any 
man.  It  has  come  as  the  blossoming 
of  a  great  understanding,  and  from  the 
universal  response  to  a  simple  man  who 
loves  his  people  and  has  devoted  the 
whole  of  his  days  to  them.  If  men  call 
him  our  elder  statesman,  it  is  for  want 
of  a  better  phrase.  Rather,  he  is  the 
father  and  the  mother  of  our  genera¬ 
tion — the  strong,  spiritual  man  who  steps 
in  to  assume  and  do  unbelievable  tasks — ■ 
the  tender  person  whose  compassion  and 
faith  bring  to  such  tasks  an  intuitive 
sense  of  what  is  right  and  good  for  us. 

Herbert  Hoover  is  of  the  soil  of  Amer¬ 
ica.  An  Iowa  farmer’s  son,  born  of  a 
devout  Quaker  family,  he  was  in  early 


childhood  left  an  orphan  to  the  care  of 
relatives.  Sent  to  Oregon,  it  might  be 
said  of  him  that  he  has  had  to  work  all 
his  life,  from  earliest  childhood.  And 
out  of  it  came  his  robust  body,  his  tire¬ 
less  energy,  his  ability  to  keep  at  his  tasks 
with  strength  and  determination. 

Herbert  Hoover  never  seems  to  age. 
Certainly  during  the  past  decade  he  has 
grown  younger  in  spirit,  if  more  mellow 
and  universal  in  his  philosophy.  His  has 
always  remained  the  Quaker  concept  that 
it  is  sounder  to  help  people  to  help  them¬ 
selves  than  it  is  to  make  them  permanent 
subjects  for  charity,  either  by  private  or 
public  coddling.  He  has  never  recog¬ 
nized  any  people  as  an  enemy  of  this 
country,  even  when  at  war.  Rather  he 
has  regarded  them  as  erring  children  of 
God  to  be  pitied  and  guided  aright. 
Often,  in  a  materialistic  era,  this  essen¬ 
tial  Christian  attitude  has  been  mistaken 
for  weakness  and  compromise,  and  even 
as  a  willingness  to  forgive  one’s  enemies, 
rather  than  the  merciful  understanding 
of  a  great  soul. 

Children  and  women  and  aged  men  are 
not  enemies,  even  in  time  of  war.  They 
are  but  the  victims  of  mistaken  policies 
and  misguided  leaders,  and  of  the  falla¬ 
cies  inherent  in  the  doctrine  of  the  su¬ 
premacy  of  the  state  over  the  freedoms 
of  the  individual.  Perhaps  the  steadily 
rising  respect  for  Mr.  Hoover’s  judgment 
is  the  result  of  his  having,  for  so  long, 
been  unpopularly  right  while  so  many 
others  were  so  popularly  wrong.  He  has 
viewed  human  events  in  terms  of  large 
historic  forces,  rather  than  by  the  small¬ 
ness  of  party  politics.  The  truth  will  re¬ 
assert  itself  in  each  generation,  no  mat¬ 
ter  how  brilliantly  falsehood  and  error 
are  presented  to  beguile  the  minds  of 
the  unthinking  and  the  hearts  of  the 
immature.  Truth,  at  times,  seems  cold 
and  hopeless,  while  falsehood  is  like  a 
beautiful  tree  that  blossoms  gaily  in  the 
spring,  yet  produces  no  fruit  in  the 
autumn. 

Since  Herbert  Hoover  has  left  the 
Presidency,  he  has  devoted  himself  to 
three  tasks: 

One.  To  keeping  before  the  American 
people  our  national  ideals  and  traditions 
that  they  may  never  forget  the  funda¬ 
mentals  of  their  inalienable  freedoms 
which  for  three  centuries  on  this  con¬ 
tinent  protected  and  served  them  and 
made  this  the  greatest  of  all  nations,  not 
only  as  a  material  reservoir  but  also  as 
a  spiritual  sanctuary.  He  has  viewed 
American  history  not  as  the  events  of 
one  country — his  own —  but  rather  as  the 
zenith  of  the  Christian  civilization  of 
the  Western  World — the  growth  of  the 
ideal  that  man  is  not  the  servant  of 
the  state  but  is  the  master  of  his  own 
soul,  that  his  inalienable  rights  are  by 
the  grace  of  God  and  not  the  accident 
of  political  arrangements.  It  is  a  philos¬ 
ophy  of  life  grounded  not  only  in  the 
Declaration  of  Independence  and  the 
Constitution  but  in  the  moral  law  of  the 
Western  World. 

Second.  He  has  been  concerned  over 
the  sufferings  of  the  young,  the  weak, 
and  the  aged,  and  came  to  their  relief 
with  his  great  powers  of  administration, 
offering  his  services  to  anyone  who  would 
use  them,  without  regard  to  self,  to  cost, 


to  his  aging  years,  or  to  the  expenditure 
of  his  own  physical  strength.  During 
World  War  I  he  brought  into  being  the 
most  humane  and  effective  organizations 
for  the  relief  of  the  hungry  and  the  care 
of  the  needy.  The  American  relief  of 
that  war  was  an  act  of  compassion  and 
it  will  never  be  forgotten.  During  World 
War  II,  his  services  were  not  required. 
Yet,  he  organized  the  Fnnish  Relief; 
he  sought  to  aid  the  Poles;  he  offered 
his  services  at  all  times,  and,  when  the 
war  was  over,  he  actually  flew  around 
the  earth  twice,  with  side  trips  into  South 
America,  to  effect  a  more  equable  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  available  food  supplies 
when  starvation  threatened  in  many 
parts  of  the  world.  This  aid  to  mankind 
almost  cost  him  his  life  and  actually 
brought  upon  him  an  illness  of  intense 
physical  pain.  Yet,  when  cautioned  by 
friends  that  he  was  risking  too  much, 
he  replied,  “I’ve  lived  too  long,  anyhow.” 

Third.  He  undertook  2  years  ago  to 
ac£  as  a  servant  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  in  heading  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government.  Perhaps 
there  were  some  who  imagined  he  was 
being  named  as  Chairman  of  our  Com¬ 
mission  as  a  sort  of  last  honor,  a  sinecure 
to  top  off  his  years  and  to  give  a  public 
acknowledgment  of  his  services  to  the 
Nation. 

His  arm  in  a  sling,  and  suffering  the 
pains  of  an  illness  brought  on  by  his 
heavy  labor  to  feed  the  hungry,  Herbert 
Hoover  set  out  to  make  this  Commission 
an  effective  agency  of  Government.  He 
devoted  himself  to  this  new  task,  as  he 
has  to  every  duty  he  has  ever  undertaken, 
with  a  thoroughness  rarely  expected  and 
seldom  found  in  a  public  servant. 

Instead  of  hiring  a  vast  multitude  of 
so-called  experts,  he  mobilized  more  than 
300  citizens,  each  an  experienced,  com¬ 
petent  leader  in  his  particular  field,  to 
serve  on  task  forces  devoted  to  finding 
the  answers  to  special  problems.  Most 
of  the  members  of  these  task  forces 
served  their  Congress  and  their  country 
without  remuneration,  with  many  con¬ 
tributing  their  own  expenses. 

It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  this  Com¬ 
mission,  on  which  I  have  had  the  honor 
of  serving,  has  competently  completed 
one  of  the  most  gigantic  tasks  ever  as¬ 
signed  to  any  group  of  citizens.  In  a 
short  period  of  20  months  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  analyzed  the  nature,  structure, 
functions,  and  activities  of  our  sprawl¬ 
ing  Federal  administration,  prepared  24 
task  force  reports  in  full  detail,  and  is¬ 
sued  19  Commission  reports,  making  318 
specific  findings  and  recommendations 
for  the  better  organization  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government.  Noth¬ 
ing  has  been  suppressed.  No  data  in  the 
possession  of  the  Commission  has  been 
withheld  from  the  people.  There  has 
been  no  double  talk,  no  evasion  of  issues, 
no  protective  obscurities. 

The  affairs  of  this  Commission  have 
been  administered  entirely  by  Herbert 
Hoover.  He  has  labored  with  each  task 
force,  read  every  report,  directed  the 
work  of  the  Commission  so  as  to  save 
time  and  expense,  and  has  given  to  its 
labors  an  over-all  philosophy  based  upon 
American  ideals  and  history.  Our  task 
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force  and  Commission  reports  are  today 
the  only  existing  source  material  which 
fully  and  impartially  describe  the  actual 
workings  of  our  Government.  They  will 
be  used  for  decades  to  come  as  a  guide 
for  our  people  and  our  officials  toward 
better  government. 

Now  that  the  work  of  our  Commission 
has  concluded — now  that  the  final  report 
has  been  filed — I  wish  only  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  Herculean  labors,  the  superb 
patriotism,  the  utter  selflessness  of  one 
of  our  greatest  Americans — Herbert 
Hoover. 

May  God  grant  that  his  vigorous 
health,  his  earnest  spirit,  his  wise  phi¬ 
losophy  may  long  be  at  the  service  of 
the  Nation  he  loves.  May  God  grant 
that  in  the  years  ahead  he  may  enjoy 
the  respect,  the  love,  and  the  veneration 
of  a  grateful  Republic. 

*  Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  as  it  is  reported 
by  the  committee  carries  $3,568,470,000 
for  the  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  and 
$1,074,000,000  for  the  3-month  period 
ending  June  30,  1949. 

On  April  2  there  remained  unshipped, 
according  to  the  table  that  was  first  pre¬ 
sented  to  us,  $1,953,000,000.  According 
to  the  statement  that  was  later  made,  it 
was  estimated  that  the  shipments  had 
been  '“•'3,774,000,000.  That  would  leave 
$1,226,000,000.  With  the  funds  that  are 
carried  in  this  bill  they  would  have  avail¬ 
able  to  ship  $5,872,000,000  in  the  15- 
month  period,  leaving  an  amount  of 
$391,000,000  available  per  month,  or  $90,- 
375,000  per  week  all  the  way  through,  if 
it  were  all  used. 

This  would  be  at  a  far  higher  rate  of 
shipment  than  they  have  already  at¬ 
tained  on  an  average  for  any  3 -month 
period,  and  a  higher  rate  by  far  than  the 
$315,000,000  per  month  that  the  last  re¬ 
port  showed  of  estimated  shipments  to 
the  31st  of  March,  so  it  seems  to  me  that 
with  the  funds  that  have  been  reported 
here  they  can  unquestionably  get  along. 

I  shall  not,  however,  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Gary]  stated  he  would  offer.  I  shall 
support  it  because  I  feel  that  it  is  very 
important  that  whatever  is  done  here 
shall  be  done  by  as  nearly  unanimous  a 
•vote  as  is  possible. 

Mr.  Hoffman  has  agreed  that  he  will 
try  his  best  to  get  along  and  do  the  job 
on  the  amount  of  funds  that  are  avail¬ 
able  for  the  period  involved,  and  I  have 
not  the  slightest  doubt  but  that  he  can 
do  it. 

There  are  a  great  many  things  that  are 
involved.  The  future  prices  of  corn  and 
grain  are  down  below  the  figures  that 
are  carried  in  here.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  futures  prices  of  grain  repre¬ 
sents  just  about  what  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  set  as  the  loaning 
price  that  will  be  in  effect  next  year. 
Lard,  for  instance,  is  down  from  $310  a 
metric  ton  to  $265,  between  the  middle 
of  April  figures  that  they  gave  us  and 
the  price  that  sems  to  be  current  in  the 
New  York  FAS  market. 

Raw  cotton:  Futures  of  raw  cotton  are 
down.  The  October  price  is  down  from 
$519  a  ton  to  $397.  Lead  prices  are  down 


from  $334  to  $308.  Zinc  prices  are  down 
from  $331  to  $264.  The  prices  of  hides 
are  down  very  considerably. 

There  we  have  the  picture.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  the  slightest  doubt  that 
the  United  States  of  America  can  ship 
everything  which  needs  to  be  shipped 
across  the  water  with  the  funds  that  are 
carried  in  this  bill.  I  believe  it  would 
be  much  healthier  if  we  get  along  on 
just  this  amount  of  money,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  ECA  and  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  rest  of  the  world. 
Just  to  show  you  what  is  presently  going 
on  here  in  the  United  States,  I  wish  to 
call  your  attention  to  the  Treasury 
statement  of  May  23.  That  statement 
shows  that  the  amount  of  income  tax 
withheld  by  employers  is  down,  as  com¬ 
pared  to.  the  same  period  a  year  ago, 
about  $248,000,000.  The  amount  of  per¬ 
sonal  income  tax  is  down  $59,000,000. 
The  amount  of  refunds  of  receipts  is  up 
$80,000,000  for  that  same  period.  The 
other  revenues  are  approximately  in  the 
same  category.  That  indicates  we  are  in 
a  very  serious  situation.  The  receipts  so 
far  this  year  exceed  the  expenditures,  but 
not  by  an  amount  which  makes  us  feel 
we  should  move  into  anything  except 
with  the  greatest  care  and  the  most 
cautious  approach. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  The  gentleman 
says  he  is  for  the  bill  and  he  says  that 
it  will  improve  the  market  and  make  a 
better  outlet  for  wheat  and  cotton.  Has 
he  given  any  consideration  to  metals  in 
this  country? 

Mr.  TABER.  Metals? 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Yes.  Does  the 
gentleman  know  that  $190,000,000  are  al¬ 
located  in  this  bill  for  the  purchase  of 
strategic  materials  in  foreign  countries 
in  competition  with  the  metals  which  we 
produce  here? 

Mr.  TABER.  There  will  be  no  stra¬ 
tegic  materials  brought  into  this  coun¬ 
try  as  the  result  of  this  bill,  with  the 
possible  exception  of  some  small  items, 
which  will  come  in  as  a  result  of  the  use 
of  the  counterpart  funds.  That  will  not 
hurt  any  metal  industry  in  this  country. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  say  that  for  zinc,  lead,  and 
copper? 

Mr.  TABER.  Yes.  I  say  that  because 
the  zinc,  lead,  and  copper  stock  piles  in 
this  country  are  going  to  be  built  up  just 
as  much  as  possible  for  the  protection 
of  our  own  military  position.  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  any  suffering  in  any  of 
those  industries. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Has  the  gen¬ 
tleman  taken  into  consideration  the 
market  quotations  on  lead,  copper,  and 
zinc  in  recent  weeks? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  just  gave  you  the  fig¬ 
ure  on  that,  as  compared  with  what 
they  were  a  while  back. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Has  the  gen¬ 
tleman  obtained  any  statistical  informa¬ 
tion  from  the  ERA  on  the  importation 
of  copper,  lead,  and  zinc? 

Mr.  TABER.  No;  I  have  not  obtained 
any  information  from  them,  but  I  have 
been  watching  the  markets  and  I  gave 


you  the  trend  of  the  markets,  which  is 
very  similar  to  the  trend  of  the  markets 
on  almost  everything. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  know  that  negotiations  now  are 
under  way  between  the  ECA  and  these 
Marshall  plan  countries  to  provide  money 
not  only  to  buy  copper  and  zinc  and  lead, 
but  also  to  develop  the  mining  properties 
in  these  Marshall  plan  countries?  The 
statistical  tabulation  I  have  recently  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  ECA  discloses  substantial 
importations  of  copper,  lead,  and  zinc 
into  this  country  financed  by  ECA  money 
at  the  same  time  the  market  quotations 
disclose  the  price  of  these  metals  are 
continually  declining  and  with  the  fall 
in  metal  prices  the  price  of  the  securities 
of  most  of  our  industrial  concerns  are 
also  falling. 

Mr.  TABER.  While  I  think  that  is 
true  to  a  certain  extent,  on  the  other 
hand  we  are  not  able  to  take  care  of  our 
own  requirements  in  good  shape  in  this 
country,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  this  is 
going  to  prejudice  legitimate  industry  in 
any  way  in  the  mining  of  lead  and  zinc. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  5  percent  of  all  appropriations  made 
are  allocated  or  set  aside  and  earmarked 
for  the  purchase  of  strategic  materials, 
which  include  copper,  zinc,  and  lead. 

Mr.  TABER.  No;  that  is  not  exactly 
correct.  Five  percent  is  set  aside.  That 
represents  these  counterpart  funds  which 
may  be  used  for  that  purpose,  but  the 
amount  that  is  being  used  is  very,  very 
small. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  that  I 
can  yield  further  at  this  point. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  I  thinlj.  that  is 
a  very  vital  matter,  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman;  I  think  the  miners  in  our 
country  should  be  given  preference  over 
foreigners. 

Mr.  TABER.  It  is;  there  is  not  any 
question  about  it. 

The  result  of  our  examination  of  the 
receipts  in  this  country  indicates  that 
the  withholding  tax  is  down,  the  other 
income  taxes  are  down,  and  the  refund 
of  taxes  is  up  $80,000,000,  indicating  a 
total  collection  nearly  $400,000,000  less 
for  this  month  than  we  were  a  year  ago. 
This  indicates  that  we  need  to  econo¬ 
mize. 

The  countries  across  the  water  are 
very  gradually  getting  into  a  position 
where  they  need  a  little  less  than  they 
needed  before.  We  should  not  give  them 
more  instead  of  less.  Right  while  we 
were  holding  the  hearings  it  came  up 
that  the  President  had  reduced  the 
amount  that  would  go  to  Germany  under 
the  ECA  program  by  $80,000,000  because 
they  had  increased  their  expected  ex¬ 
ports  to  other  countries  by  $100,000,000 
and  as  a  result  they  were  able  to  get 
more  of  the  things  that  they  were  able 
to  import  than  they  had  before.  The 
production  in  Germany  is  going  up  very 
rapidly  as  a  result  of  that;  they  will  go 
up  another  $100,000,000,  in  my  opinion, 
next  year;  perhaps  they  will  go 
$200,000,000  above.  That  same  thing 
applies  to  the  French  and  the  British 
production,  and  the  Italian  production; 
as  they  approach  the  point  where  they 
are  able  to  be  more  nearly  stable,  as  a 
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result  of  sending  out  more  of  their  own 
exports  the  amount  that  they  will  re¬ 
ceive  out  of  the  ECA  will  gradually  go 
down.  We  should  as  we  go  along  grad¬ 
ually  reduce  this  situation  so  that  we 
will  encourage  these  people  to  be  self- 
reliant. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  five  additional  minutes. 

What  these  countries  need  to  do  pres¬ 
ently,  as  much  as  anything,  is  to  stabilize 
their  currencies  on  a  sound  basis.  The 
French  have  approached  it,  but  they 
have  not  done  it;  the  British  have  with¬ 
held  approaching  the  problem  with  a 
full  sense  of  responsibility.  If  they 
would  do  that  their  exports  would  in¬ 
crease  in  France,  Italy,  and  England,  to 
such  an  extent  that  I  believe  the  time 
can  be  seen  in  the  not  too  distant  future 
when  they  will  need  very  much  less  aid. 
I  hope  that  the  Administrator  will  watch 
this  situation  very  closely  and  that  he 
will  as  he  goes  along  reduce  the  amounts 
that  are  given  to  these  countries  just  as 
fast  as  it  can  be  done  without  slowing  up 
their  recovery.  I  believe  that  with  this 
situation  the  cuts  which  the  committee 
made  really  give  them  ample  money  to 
carry  through  the  year. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  I  might 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  noticed  in 
the  hearings  on  this  bill  that  Dr.  Fitz¬ 
gerald  of  the  ECA  had  testified  as  is 
shown  on  page  352  thereof  that  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  held  about 
55,000,000  pounds  of  wool,  most  of  which 
is  quarter  blood  wools  and  practically  all 
of  which  was  of  low  quality  and  low 
grades  and  was  mainly  carpet  wools. 
Dr.  Fitzgerald  is  wholly  incorrect  in  his 
statement  and  I  was  sorry  to  learn  that 
he  had  misinformed  the  committee.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  has  a  stock  pile  of  some¬ 
thing  over  75,000,000  pounds  of  wool;  34,- 
000,000  pounds  of  this  wool  is  shorn, 
grease  wool,  and  over  40,000,000  pounds 
is  scoured,  pulled  wool.  Accordingly,  it 
can  be  said  that  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  is  holding  the  equivalent  of 
100,000,000  pounds  of  grease  wool. 

A  break-down  on  the  wool  in  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  discloses  that 
32,000,000  pounds  of  the  scoured,  pulled 
wool  is  graded  56  to  58  and  20,000,000 
pounds  of  the  shorn  wool  is  the  same 
grade.  Accordingly,  85  percent  of  the 
wool  in  the  hands  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  would  be  highly  de¬ 
sirable  for  use  in  Germany  and  in  west¬ 
ern  Europe  for  processing  for  domestic 
purposes  in  those  countries.  There  is 
no  question  that  these  wools  would  be  of 
splendid  use  for  blanket  purposes. 

I  have  made  diligent  inquiry  and  none 
of  the  wools  in  the  hands  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  are  carpet 
wools.  The  Commodity  Credit  officials 
have  advised  me  that  they  do  have  about 
10,000  pounds  of  forty  to  forty-fours  but 
even  these  wools  are  not  carpet  wools  and 
these  10,000  pounds  represent  but  one- 
hundredth  of  1  percent  of  the  stock  pile 
in  the  hands  of  the  Commodity  Credit 


Corporation.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
me  what  provision  is  made  in  this  bill 
for  the  purchase  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  in  surplus  in  this 
country,  such  as  wool  and' the  101,000,000 
pounds  of  beef  that  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  has  in  northern  New 
Mexico? 

Mr.  TABER.  There  is  no  mandatory 
provision  in  this  bill  for  the  purchase  of 
anything.  The  funds  are  appropriated, 
and  I  understand  that  so  far  as  surplus 
commodities  can  be  used  effectively  they 
are  going  to  use  them  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  the  demands  of  ECA. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  I  notice 
in  the  hearings  that  Dr.  Fitzgerald  testi¬ 
fied,  page  426,  that  it  was  the  intention 
to  acquire  during  fiscal  year  1950,  6,000 
tons  of  ECA-financed  wool.  Where  are 
they  going  to  get  that  wool,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  tell  me? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  cannot  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  just  exactly  where  that  v/ool  will 
come  from.  I  have  not  that  particular 
document  in  front  of-  me.  But  I  im¬ 
agine  a  considerable  part  of  the  purchase 
of  v/ool  by  participating  countries  will 
come  from  Australia.  Of  course,  we  are 
an  importing  Nation  as  far  as  wool  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of  Wyoming.  That  is 
true,  but  we  do  have  100,000,000  pounds 
of  surplus  grease  wool  or  the  equivalent 
thereof  in  the  hands  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation. 

Mr.  TABER.  Which  should  be  used  as 
far  as  it  can  be. 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Has  ECA  used  all  of 
the  funds  provided  for  it  last  year  and, 
if  not,  at  what  rate  has  it  been  using 
them?  The  gentleman  said  earlier  in 
his  statement  that  the  amount  supplied 
for  the  future  would  be  at  a  more  rapid 
pace  than  has  been  provided  by  ECA  in 
the  past.  Therefore,  I  wonder  how  the 
rate  compared  with  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation  and  how  fast  the  funds  are  being 
exhausted. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  expenditures  for 
the  first  12  months  of  operation  from 
the  2d  of  April  1948  to  the  2d  of  April 
1949 — it  may  be  the  3d  of  April  1948  to 
the  2d  of  April  1949 — were  in  shipments 
$3,774,000,000,  or  at  the  rate  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $315,000,000  per  month.  If  they 
ship  all  of  this  stuff  in  the  15  months 
that  is  here,  they  would  ship  at  the  rate 
of  $391,000,000  a  month  if  they  ex¬ 
hausted  all  their  funds.  There  is  no 
question  about  that.  I  do  not  think  they 
should  do  this.  I  hope  they  will  not, 
because  I  really  believe  the  funds  that 
we  have  provided  here  should  carry 
them  through  to  the  30th  of  June  next 
year  and  still  leave  them  with  pipe  line 
enough  to  go  on  until  new  stuff  may  be 
purchased. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

(Mr.  TABER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Cannon], 


[Mr.  CANNON  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  CANNON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  WigglesworthL 

(Mr.  WIGGLES  WORTH  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
does  the  gentleman  expect  to  yield  to 
anyone  in  the  course  of  his  remarks? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  would  pre¬ 
fer  to  yield  a  little  later. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  time? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  If  I  have 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  carries  $50,000,000  for 
assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey, 
$850,000,000  for  GARIOA  and  EROA  and 
$4,642,470,000  for  ECA,  or  an  over-all 
total  of  $5,542,470,000,  a  reduction  of 
$779,730,000  below  the  budget  estimates. 

It  provides  for  the  full  budget  estimate 
for  Greece  and  Turkey.  It  makes  a  15- 
percent  reduction  ($150,000,000)  in  the 
budget  estimates  for  GARIOA  and 
EROA.  It  makes  a  12-percent  reduction 
($629,730,000)  in  the  over-all  budget  esti¬ 
mates  for  ECA. 

I  shall  confine  my  general  statement  to 
the  ECA  item. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak  as  one  who  has 
favored  ECA  from  the  outset. 

Despite  its  enormous  cost,  in  the  face 
of  the  threat  of  world  communism,  I 
have  believed  the  program  to  be  vital 
to  America  from  the  standpoint  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  having  in  mind  our  pres¬ 
ent  relationship  to  the  participating  na¬ 
tions,  including  some  270,000,000  people, 
many  of  whom  think  and  feel  much  as 
we  do,  many  of  whom  stood  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  us  in  World  War  I,  or  in 
World  War  II,  or  in  both. 

I  have  always  believed,  however,  that 
we  must  not  attempt  more  than  we  can 
and  that  the  program  must  be  carried 
out  in  the  most  economical  way  possible 
consistent  with  the  recovery  needs  of  the 
participating  nations. 

The  program  will  continue.  Every 
government  in  the  world  understands 
this.  Congress  has  so  decreed,  specifi¬ 
cally  extending  the  program  for  another 
year  and  providing  for  a  ceiling  on  ap¬ 
propriations  amounting  to  some  $5,430,- 
000,000  for  the  period  ending  June  30, 
1950.  Within  that  ceiling  appropriations 
can  be  made  at  any  time.  The  only 
question  before  us  today  is  the  question 
which  we  have  in  respect  to  every  legis¬ 
lative  authorization  by  the  Congress, 
namely,  the  amount  of  funds  that  shall 
be  made  available  now. 

With  a  view  to  determining  this  ques¬ 
tion  your  subcommittee  spent  some  three 
and  one-half  weeks  of  detailed  hearings. 
You  will  find  a  great  many  tables  of 
value  in  the  hearings  which  help  to 
summarize  the  work  of  the  ECA  to  date 
and  conditions  in  the  various  participat¬ 
ing  nations  of  Europe. 

You  will  find,  for  instance,  a  table 
showing  allocations,  obligations,  ship- 
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merits,  and  actual  payments  month  by 
month.  You  will  find  a  table  showing 
the  dollar  deficiencies  computed  for  each 
of  the  18  participating  countries.  You 
will  find  a  list  of  commodities  to  be  pro¬ 
vided  on  an  over-all  basis  and  by  country 
under  the  proposed  program.  You  will 
find  a  table  showing  the  prices  used  by 
ECA  in  fixing  the  cost  of  those  commod¬ 
ities. 

You  will  also  find  tables  in  respect  to 
each  of  the  participating  nations  giving 
populations  and  areas,  standards  of  liv¬ 
ing  compared  with  prewar  standards, 
production  and  agricultural  indexes  in 
terms  of  the  prewar  period,  hours  of  work 
and  rates  of  production,  capital  invest¬ 
ment  programs,  budget  surpluses  and 
deficits,  taxation  in  terms  of  percentage 
of  national  incomes,  currency  values,  ex¬ 
ports  and  imports,  dollar  investments, 
non-ECA  financing  possibilities,  drawing 
rights,  and  the  use  of  counterpart  funds. 
There  is  a  wealth  of  information  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  hearings. 

When  I  look  back  to  the  presentation 
made  to  your  committee  a  year  ago,  I 
feel  like  expressing  my  appreciation  to 
Mr.  Hoffman  for  the  vast  improvement 
made  in  presenting  the  facts  this  year. 
I  congratulate  him  in  this  connection, 
and  also  upon  the  contribution  toward 
recovery  which  his  organization  has  made 
in  this  critical  period  of  the  world’s 
history. 

During  the  first  12  months  of  the  ECA 
program  there  has  been  real  progress 
made  toward  recovery  in  western  Europe. 
No  one  can  read  the  hearings  without 
appreciating  that  fact. 

Among  other  things,  it  is  reported  that 
the  output  of  factories  and  mines,  speak¬ 
ing  of  Europe  generally,  is  nearly  equal 
to  that  of  prewar  days.  The  output  of 
steel,  if  we  except  western  Germany,  is 
30  percent  above  the  prewar  output. 
Electric  power  production  is  40  percent 
more  than  before  the  war.  Crops,  in  gen¬ 
eral,  although  1947  was  a  bad  year,  are 
reported  up  20  percent  from  that  year. 
Exports,  if  we  again  exclude  western 
Germany,  are  reported  up  20  percent  as 
compared  with  1947. 

The  hearings  deal  with  each  partici¬ 
pating  country  in  detail. 

There  is  still  much  to  be  done,  how¬ 
ever,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  Europe  is  to  be 
put  on  a  self-supporting  basis.  The  rec¬ 
ord  emphasizes  that  there  will  be  some 
27,000,000  more  people  to  feed  and  clothe 
in  1952  than  in  1938;  that  property  de¬ 
stroyed  by  war  must  be  restored;  and 
that  exports  must  be  increased  by  some 
$3,000,000,000  over  prewar  figures  to  off¬ 
set  the  loss  of  income  from  investments 
abroad  and  other  so-called  invisible  items 
in  the  over-all  balance  of  payments. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Chairman,  budgets 
must  be  balanced  with  reasonable  tax 
burdens  on  the  people,  currencies  must 
be  stabilized  in  realistic  terms,  capital  in¬ 
vestment  programs  must  be  regulated  so 
as  to  avoid  inflation,  and  the  European 
economy,  insofar  as  practicable,  must  be 
integrated.  These  are  fundamental  to 
the  success  of  the  program. 

I  want  to  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  dollar  needs  for  each  country 
are  presented  this  year  in  terms  of  a  so- 
called  illustrative  balance  of  payments. 


You  will  find  the  computations  In  the 
hearings  for  the  various  nations  con¬ 
cerned.  Speaking  generally,  the  bal- 
ance-of -payments  tables  seek  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  amount  of  imports  essential  to 
a  given  country  that  cannot  be  paid  for 
out  of  the  exports  of  that  country  or  be 
obtained  from  nondollar  sources.  The 
resulting  figure,  the  so-called  dollar  defi¬ 
ciency,  is  the  yardstick  used,  subject  to 
certain  modifications,  to  represent  the 
necessary  ECA  financing. 

I  have  always  been  very  skeptical  of 
this  dollar  deficiency  yardstick. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  an  accurate 
yardstick  because  you  no  sooner  deter¬ 
mine  by  using  the  yardstick  what  the 
needs  of  a  given  country  are  than  you 
find  that  there  are  drawing  rights  in 
favor  of  that  country  or  against  that 
country  which  make  the  original  figure 
rather  meaningless. 

In  the  second  place,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
yardstick,  in  my  judgment,  is  unsound  in 
principle.  It  is  unsound  in  principle  be¬ 
cause  it  places  the  emphasis  on  results 
rather  than  on  causes,  on  symptoms  of 
the  disease  rather  than  the  disease  itself. 
If  it  were  taken  at  face  value,  it  would 
place  a  premium  on  faulty  domestic  poli¬ 
cies,  upon  the  failure  to  do  in  this  or  that 
country  what  should  be  done  with  a  view 
to  making  the  plan  a  success.  The  more 
faulty  the  domestic  policies  the  greater, 
generally  speaking,  becomes  the  dollar 
deficiency,  and  the  greater  the  apparent 
need  for  ECA  dollars. 

I  cannot  but  recall  the  remark  of  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  European  some  time  ago  in 
this  connection,  when  he  said  in  sub¬ 
stance,  “Give  me  control  over  the  fiscal 
and  exchange  policies  of  any  country  in 
Europe,  promise  to  meet  the  dollar  defi¬ 
ciency  in  my  balance  of  payments,  and 
I  will  show  you  the  dollar  deficiency.” 

Back  in  the  twenties,  as  some  of  you 
recall,  I  put  in  some  4  years  in  Europe  in 
the  office  of  the  agent  general  for  Repa¬ 
ration  Payments,  which  was  concerned, 
among  other  things,  with  the  economic 
recovery  of  Germany  after  World  War  I. 
There  were  somewhat  similar  organiza¬ 
tions  in  Austria  and  in  Hungary  at  that 
time,  with  which  we  were  in  frequent 
contact.  In  those  days  the  emphasis 
was  always  placed  on  the  fundamentals 
to  which  I  have  referred.  The  balance 
of  payments  was  incidental  and  was  sup¬ 
posed  to  respond  to  other  factors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unbalanced  budgets, 
overvalued  currencies,  limiting  exports, 
too  great  investment  in  capital  programs 
in  reference  to  savings,  lack  of  produc¬ 
tion,  and  in  this  instance  lack  of  interna¬ 
tional  cooperation  and  mutual  aid — you 
will  find  them  all  discussed  in  the  hear¬ 
ings — these  can  prevent  the  program 
from  achieving  the  success  that  is  so 
vital  in  terms  of  world  peace. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  months  im¬ 
mediately  ahead  will  indicate  substan¬ 
tial  progress  in  dealing  with  these  funda¬ 
mental  elements  In  the  over-aH  program. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  word  as  to 
dollars  and  cents. 

The  amount  made  available  for  direct 
aid  during  the  first  15  months  of  the 
program  ending  June  30,  1949,  was  ap¬ 
proximately  $5,000,000,000. 


During  the  first  12  months  of  opera¬ 
tions  ending  April  2,  1949,  $3,000,000,000 
was  required  for  reported  shipments  and 
$■3,700,000,000  for  estimated  shipments. 
This  bill  provides  $4,642,000,000  on  an 
over-all  basis  for  the  period  of  15  months 
ending  June  30, 1950,  or  $3,568,470,000  for 
the  period  of  12  months  ending  June  30, 
1950. 

Based  on  a  total  of  $3,000,000,000  of 
reported  shipments  in  the  first  12  months, 
ending  April  2, 1949,  we  arrive  at  an  aver¬ 
age  figure  of  $250,000,000  a  month  during 
that  period.  Based  on  a  total  of  $3,700,- 
000,000  of  estimated  shipments  during 
that  same  period,  we  arrived  at  an  aver¬ 
age  figure  of  $315,000,000  a  month  for 
the  period,  with  a  pipeline  of  at  least 
$1,200,000,000  adequate  in  terms  of  ac¬ 
tual  experience  to  take  care  of  the 
months  of  May,  June  and  July  in  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

The  suggested  appropriation  of  $4,642,- 
000,000  for  the  15-month  period  begin¬ 
ning  on  April  2,  1949,  and  ending  July  30 
of  1950,  will  permit  monthly  shipments  at 
the  rate  of  $310,000,000  a  month,  leaving 
a  pipeline  at  the  end  of  that  period  of 
$1,200,000,000  or  in  the  alternative  ship¬ 
ments  at  the  rate  of  $390,000,000  a  month 
if  the  pipeline  be  exhausted  during  that 
time. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Chairman,  recovery 
is  proceeding  in  Europe  with  increased 
momentum;  large  balances  of  counter¬ 
part  funds  have  yet  to  be  expended; 
some  $145,000,000  available,  for  guaran¬ 
ties  for  private  enterprise  in  Europe 
have  yet  to  be  utilized;  as  recovery  pro¬ 
ceeds  non-ECA  financing  should  increase 
rather  than  decrease;  the  appointment 
of  a  high  commissioner  to  Germany  who 
will  control  both  ECA  and  GARIOA 
funds  may  well  result  in  savings;  and 
prices  for  commodities  are  generally 
falling. 

The  majority  of  the  members  of  your 
subcommittee  felt  that  pri.ce  declines 
alone  justified  a  $182,000,000  reduction 
in  the  over-all  request.  Frankly  I  think 
this  estimate  is  a  conservative  one  in  the 
light  of  future  markets  for  grains  and 
other  commodities  on  regular  exchange 
and  support  prices  set  for  some  of  our 
major  agricultural  corps. 

These  and  other  general  considerations 
should  be  taken  into  account  in  consider¬ 
ing  the  picture  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  give  the  House 
one  quotation  from  Mr.  Hoffman.  At 
page  687  of  the  hearings,  he  makes  the 
following  statement: 

Our  entire  planning  has  been  directed  to 
one  and  only  one  thing,  that  is,  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  this  program  on  June  30,  1952.  And 
furthermore,  we  have  made  it  clear  to  all  the 
European  nations  involved,  almost  from  the 
first  day  we  started  business,  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  aid  had  to  be  on  a  descending  scale; 
that  the  largest  volume  of  aid  would  come 
in  the  first  year,  and  a  considerably  lower 
amount  in  the  second,  third,  and  fourth 
years — each  year  a  lower  amount.  That  is 
understood;  that  is  accepted  by  every  govern¬ 
ment  in  Europe  as  a  fact. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
understood  by  all  the  nations  concerned 
that  the  program  is  to  taper  off.  It  must 
taper  off,  of  course,  if  there  is  not  going 
to  be  a  violent  transition  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  program  in  June  of  1952. 
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In  the  light  of  this  statement,  in  the 
light  of  actual  experience  to  date,  in  the 
light  of  the  general  factors  to  which  I 
have  referred,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  cannot  safely  impose  the 
cut  recommended  in  this  bill — a  cut  call¬ 
ing  for  a  reduction  of  12  percent  in  the 
over-all  budget  estimates  for  EC  A;  a  cut 
representing  a  reduction  from  about 
$5,000,000,000  to  $4,642,000,000  on  a  15- 
nionth  basis,  or  a  reduction  from  $3,700,- 
000,000  to  $3,563,470,000  on  a  12-month 
basis;  a  cut  which  permits  shipments 
averaging  $310,000,000  monthly  against 
estimated  shipments  in  the  first  12 
months  of  the  plan  averaging  $315,000,- 
G00  a  month;  a  cut  which  would  leave 
at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1S50  a  pipe  line 
of  some  $1,200,000,000. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield'  myself  three  additional 
minutes. 

Nevertheless,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view 
of  the  tremendous  importance  of  the 
program;  in  view  of  the  desirability  if 
possible  of  unanimity  in  action  at  this 
particular  time;  in  view  of  the  assur¬ 
ances  which  I  understand  Mr.  Hoffman 
has  given  to  the  effect  that  he  will  do 
his  utmost  to  make  the  appropriation 
carried  in  this  bill  cover  the  full  15- 
month  period;  and  in  view  of  my  confi¬ 
dence  in  him  I  am  not  going  to  oppose 
the  proposed  amendment  giving  him  the 
leeway  he  desires. 

I  want  to  see  whatever  is  necessary 
provided  insofar  as  we  can  provide  it 
safely.  In  view,  however,  of  the  ex¬ 
tremely  grave  conditions  by  which  we 
are  confronted  at  home  our  contribution 
must  be  held  to  a  minimum. 

I  realize,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  tre¬ 
mendous  importance  of  the  success  of 
the  ECA  program;  it  must  succeed.  I 
realize  also,  however,  the  tremendous 
importance  of  the  economic  and  finan¬ 
cial  stability  of  America. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  every 
nation  participating  in  the  ECA  program 
has  a  tremendous  stake  in  that  stability. 

To  impair  the  financial  and  economic 
stability  of  America  would  be  a  tragedy 
not  only  for  America  but  for  the  entire 
western  world. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  12 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  McGrath]. 

(Mr.  McGRATH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
is  but  one  question  presented  in  the  bill 
under  consideration,  the  same  question 
that  concerned  your  subcommittee  in  its 
deliberations:  Is  the  amount  submitted 
in  the  bill  a  wise  and  judicious  appro¬ 
priation  to  implement  the  action  of  the 
House  of  Representatives? 

On  April  19  this  body  adopted  in  prin¬ 
ciple  the  theory  that  the  ECA  must  be 
continued.  The  enactment  of  Public 
Law  47  was  an  unequivocal  expression  of 
a  deliberate  determination  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  America  should  participate  in 
the  economic  rehabilitation  of  Europe. 
In  considering  this  from  an  appropria¬ 
tion  viewpoint,  your  subcommittee  was 


guided  by  the  thought  that  we  should 
allocate  only  such  an  amount  as  would 
adequately  implement  the  statute  and 
accomplish  the  will  of  Congress,  keeping 
always  in  mind  that  the  sum  thus  made 
available  for  the  maintenance  of  democ¬ 
racy  would  be  prudent  and  sound. 

The  argument  will  be  raised  that  we 
have  not  perhaps  appropriated  for  this 
or  that  domestic  project,  but  I  respect¬ 
fully  submit  that  in  appropriations  the 
test  should  be,  is  the  amount  now  allo¬ 
cated  the  proper  amount  for  the  particu¬ 
lar  purpose  and  then  the  sum  total  of  all 
appropriations  must  be  balanced  against 
cur  national  economy.  To  argue  that 
we  did  or  did  not  appropriate  money 
for  a  particular  cause  that  might  or  might 
not  be  wise  would  merely  open  the  door 
to  an  endless  and  fruitless  discussion  of 
each  and  every  one  Of  these  items.  Your 
committee,  therefore,  has  kept  in  mind 
your  recommendations  of  last  April,  and 
has  kept  in  mind  the  underlying  reason 
and  cause  for  your  action:  the  realiza¬ 
tion  that  only  through  re-establishing 
Europe  on  a  sound  economic  footing  can 
we  halt  the  onslaught  of  communistic 
Russia.  Bear  this  in  mind:  No  nation  in 
the  history  of  the  world  has  acquired 
control  and  domination  over  so  large  an 
area  and  of  so  large  a  number  of  people 
at  so  little  cost.  Russia  has  devoured 
Yugoslavia,  Hungary,  Estonia,  Latvia, 
Bulgaria,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland,  and 
others  with  the  loss  of  hardly  a  soldier 
and  at  a  minimum  financial  cost.  This 
was  accomplished  by  internal  unrest  fo¬ 
mented  by  fifth  columns  and  augmented 
by  disorganized  national  economics. 
The  Red  tide  swept  at  its. full  flood  to  the 
very  gates  of  Italy.  It  was  feared  by 
many — and  I  daresay  this  fear  was 
shared  by  not  a  few  members  of  this 
body — that  Italy,  too,  would  be  engulfed 
in  the  crimson  deluge. 

But  the  people  of  Italy,  inspired  by 
their  faith  in  the  American  brand  of 
democracy  as  evidenced  by  our  ECA  pro¬ 
gram,  raised  a  dike  constructed  of  faith 
and  courage,  and  dammed  the  red  raging 
flood  of  destruction.  The  cruel  red 
waters  beat  furiously  yet  against  this 
dam.  Dare  we  lower  it  by  15  percent? 

The  European  recovery  program  has 
been  a  success.  The  participating  coun¬ 
tries  have  a  renewed  faith  in  their  abil¬ 
ity  to  solve  their  internal  problems  and 
they  recognize  the  aid  and  guidance  our 
Government  has  given  to  them.  These 
countries  have  made  great  progress  in 
expanding  industrial  and  agricultural 
production.  Industrial  plants  which 
had  been  destroyed  either  entirely  or 
partially  today  are  rebuilt.  Men  and 
women  are  finding  employment,  homes 
are  being  reestablished,  and  in  the  hearts 
of  these  people  there  is  the  realization 
that  Uncle  Sam  has  made  all  this  pos¬ 
sible. 

The  balancing  of  a  nation’s  budget  is 
one  of  its  first  steps  toward  recovery. 
The  ECA  has  insisted  that  these  budgets 
gradually  be  brought  into  line.  Some 
nations  whose  tax  structures  have  been 
archaic  and  poorly  administered  have 
sought  the  aid  of  tax  experts  in  our  coun¬ 
try  so  that  the  tax  burden  can  be  justly 
spread  over  all  the  people  of  a  given 
land. 


Exports  which  will  create  employment 
have  gradually  been  improved  so  that  it 
can  be  predicted  that  in  1952  this  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  ended  and  Europe  will  be  on 
a  self-supporting  basis. 

The  standard  of  living  of  the  people 
has  risen  as  evidenced  by  the  chart  on 
page  67  of  the  testimony  which  shows 
that  most  of  the  countries' are  approxi¬ 
mating  the  level  of  1938.  It  must  be 
borne  in  mind,  however,  that  this  was 
well  below  the  American  standard  at  that 
time,  and  far  below  our  present  standard 
of  living. 

It  has  been  submitted  that  economic 
conditions  have  not  been  improved  in 
Italy  by  the  ECA. 

We  have  allotted  to  Italy  from  June 
1948  to  March  1949  $349,000,000  and  have 
loaned  to  that  country  $42,000,000,  which 
is  roughly  90  percent  in  grants  and  10 
percent  in  loans.  This  year  Italy  will 
receive  about  $530,000,000.  Should  we 
not  then  look  at  the  picture  Italy  pre¬ 
sented  before  the  Marshal  plan  came 
into  being?  We  all  recall  how  Commu¬ 
nist-inspired  traitors  attempted  to  tear 
Italy  asunder,  to  halt  its  production,  and 
to  sabotage  and  destroy.  Their  objec¬ 
tive  in  Italy,  as  it  is  in  every  other  nation 
on  the  face  of  the  earth,  was  to  under¬ 
mine  the  confidence  of  the  people  in  their 
institutions,  to  destroy  their  courage  and 
faith,  their  hope  and  their  honor.  Once 
this  is  accomplished,  Soviet  Russia  adds 
another  link  in  the  chains  she  has  forged 
for  world  domination.  Consider,  too, 
how  bruised  by  the  cruel  heel  of  fascism 
and  bled  white  by  the  disastrous  war, 
these  good  but  unfortunate  people  were 
left  floundering  in  a  morass  of  despair 
with  no  helping  hand  offered  to  them 
save  by  America.  True,  Russia  offered 
the  hammer  and  the  sickle.  Russia  of¬ 
fered  economic  and  moral  slavery  to  a 
liberty-loving  and  honorable  people. 
Would  the  opponents  to  this  plan  return 
Italy  to  those  dark  postwar  days  or  would 
they  not  rather  see  that  lovely  land  as 
it  is  now  with  a  stabilized  national  gov¬ 
ernment,  with  its  national  pride  reestab¬ 
lished,  and  hope  again  blooming  in  the 
breasts  of  her  people?  What  would  the 
opponents  to  this  plan  offer?  What  do 
they  offer? 

Yes,  there  is  unemployment  in  Italy 
to  a  number  of  approximately  1,700,000. 
Yes,  there  is  an  antiquated  tax  system 
which  has  placed  the  burden  on  the 
low-income  groups  and  to  a  large  extent 
exempted  the  wealthy.  The  Italian  Gov¬ 
ernment  recognizes  these  facts  and  is 
preparing  a  new  tax  system  whereunder 
all  men  will  stand  equally  before  the  law. 
They  have  men  here  studying  our  tax 
program  so  that  improvements  can  be 
made  in  their  own.  Further,  they  have 
been  successful  'in  the  last  few  months 
in  collecting  huge  sums  from  wealthy 
tax  evaders,  and  this  action  has  been 
sustained-  in  their  courts. 

Italy’s  most  vexatious  problems  cur¬ 
rently  are  unemployment  and  housing. 
The  testimony  contains  the  answer  to  my 
direct  question  as  to  what  was  being  done 
by  the  ECA  and  the  Italian  Government 
on  these  matters.  I  quote: 

Tlie  Italian  Government  and  ECA  feel 
very  strongly  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
considerable  acceleration  in  the  rate  of  con¬ 
struction  of  new  housing  accommodations. 
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We  have  indicated  to  the  Italian  Govern¬ 
ment  our  strong  support  for  that  kind  of 
program,  and  the  Italian  Government  hopes 
greatly  to  increase  the  rate  of  housing  con¬ 
struction  in  the  new  fiscal  year. 

To  abandon  or  even  to  curtail  this 
program  now  would  certainly  add  to 
Italy’s  unemployment,  aggravate  her 
housing  problem,  and  serve  to  weaken 
an  important  cog  in  the  economic 
machinery  of  Europe. 

Now  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  Government  of  Italy  because  it  has 
been  one  of  the  leading  forces  pressing 
for  economic  cooperation  as  well  as  closer 
political  ties  with  the  democracies. 
Italy  has  vigorously  sought  economic 
union  with  France.  She  has  worked 
assiduously  in  negotiations  for  trade 
agreements  with  her  neighbors. 

We  must  never  forget  in  looking  at 
this  picture  that  the  Italian  Government 
is  now  only  about  a  year  and  a  half  old 
and  that  she  is  striving  for  and  is  ac¬ 
tually  reestablishing  the  principles  of 
democratic  government  which  had  been 
denied  to  her  for  almost  a  quarter  of  a 
century. 

It  has  been  said  by  our  ECA  Chief  in 
Italy,  who  summed  it  up  concisely  when 
he  said: 

Wherever  I  have  gone  in  Italy  I  have  found 
a  deep  and  sincere  appreciation  of  American 
aid  on  the  part  of  Italians  in  all  walks  of 
life.  All  except  the  Communists  who  fol¬ 
low  the  party  line  of  obstruction  and  chaos, 
reveal  a  heart-warming  understanding  of 
and  a  profound  gratitude  for  American  as¬ 
sistance  in  this  joint  effort  to  preserve  the 
western  way  of  life. 

The  ECA  has  a  twofold  program: 
Immediate  assistance  and  the  solution  of 
long-range  problems.  The  end  of  the 
war  found  Italy  in  a  chaotic  and  pathetic 
condition.  All  means  of  communica¬ 
tions  were  utterly  disrupted  or  destroyed ; 
manufacturing  plants  suffered  the  same 
fate;  port  facilities  were  wrecked;  hous¬ 
ing  suffered  tremendous  losses;  a  flour¬ 
ishing  merchant  marine  was  completely 
wiped  out;  the  colonies  were  gone;  and 
the  general  state  of  the  Italian  economy 
was  completely  prostrated.  Disease  and 
famine  were  reaping  a  tremendous  har¬ 
vest,  hope  and  faith  in  a  better  future 
had  disappeared,  and  the  people  of  Italy 
were  easy  prey  for  malignant  forces, 
revolution  and  communism.  The  im¬ 
mediate  objective  of  ECA  which  was  to 
bring  order  where  there  was  chaos,  hope 
in  place  of  despondency,  and  life  in  place 
of  paralysis  and  prostration,  has  been 
fully  realized  at  this  early  stage.  Italy 
is  back  on  its  feet.  Industrial  plants  are 
working,  means  of  communication  have 
been  almost  completely  restored  to  its 
prewar  level,  port  facilities  are  in  rea¬ 
sonably  good  order,  food  is  available,  in¬ 
flation  has  been  stopped,  communism 
has  been  defeated,  and  a  fairly  stable 
government  has  been  established.  All 
this  is  due  primarily  to  ECA  without 
which  Italy  today  would  surely  be  behind 
the  iron  curtain. 

The  ECA  has  been  a  successful  un¬ 
dertaking  and  its  dividends  will  be  paid 
to  the  American  people  now  and  in  the 
years  to  come  by  the  democratic  forces 
of  Europe.  It  may  be  argued  that  we 
are  spending  money  for  foreign  lands 


and  foreign  people.  We  will  be  ques¬ 
tioned:  “Where  is  the  money  coming 
from?”  Certain  groups  will  cry  out 
against  this  appropriation  because  they 
have  orders  to  keep  clear  the  path  for 
Soviet  conquest.  We  owe  them  no  an¬ 
swer.  By  their  obvious  and  overt  treach¬ 
ery  they  have  forfeited  all  right  to  query 
us.  But  to  the  well-intentioned  and 
economy-minded  among  us  who  raise 
this  question  we  can  only  say  that  the 
money  is  coming  from  the  American 
workingman’s  pocket  and  from  the 
pocketbooks  of  American  women.  It  is 
cqming  from  the  great  middle  class 
American  men  and  women  and  it  is 
coming  from  the  wealthy.  We  recognize 
that  the  ECA  and  the  Atlantic  Pact  can 
stop  Russia.  The  American  fathers  and 
mothers  do  not  want  another  war  if  it 
can  be  avoided.  They  will  willingly  pay 
taxes  to  .avoid  war  because  they  know 
that  if  war  comes  not  only  will  they  pay 
greater  taxes  than  this  bill  provides  but 
they  will  pay  in  wealth  infinitely  more 
precious  than  gold  or  silver. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  it  were  possible 
to  take  every  penny  of  this  money  and 
appropriate  it  for  heart  and  cancer  re¬ 
search,  to  appropriate  it  for  social  wel¬ 
fare  and  the  comfort  of  our  people,  to 
make  our  harbors  better  and  to  harness 
our  water  power,  but  in  this  world  at 
this  moment  that  cannot  be  done.  If 
this  Marshall  plan  had  not  come  into 
being,  all  of  western  Europe  would  now 
be  under  the  heel  of  the  Kremlin.  All 
of  the  hope  and  ambition  of  the  people 
would  have  been  crushed  under  the  worst 
dictatorship  in  history.  I  care  not  if 
there  are  a  few  who  will  not  appreciate 
what  America  has  done  but  I  believe 
that  the  great  mass  of  people  in  Europe 
know  that  it  is  the  United  States  of 
America  that  has  saved  civilization.  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  should  appropriate 
this  money  and  we  should  pass  this  bill 
so  that  the  countries  of  Europe  which 
have  given  so  much  in  the  centuries  past 
in  every  cultural  field,  and  whose  sons 
and  daughters  have  built  this  Nation 
that  is  America  will  realize  that  we  have 
not  failed  them. 

By  our  action  today,  we  will  serve  no¬ 
tice  upon  the  Communist  state,  “You 
have  gone  far  enough.  Your  aggression 
is  ended  and  it  is  stopped  by  the  demo¬ 
cratic  forces  in  the  world.” 

[Mr.  JUDD  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Yates]. 

(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Chairman  of  my  com¬ 
mittee  and  to  the  other  committee  mem¬ 
bers.  I  enjoyed  my  work  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  very  much,  a  fact  which  is  at¬ 
tributable  in  great  measure  to  the  people 
who  sat  on  the  committee.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]  the 
chairman,  did  an  excellent  job.  He 
handled  the  hearings  with  great  ability 
and  intelligence,  and  made  certain  that 


every  matter  of  consequence  had  thor¬ 
ough  consideration. 

It  was  a  great  pleasure  to  sit  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  Judge  Mc¬ 
Grath,  on  the  majority  side.  His  long 
experience  on  the  bench  served  us  well 
in  his  patience,  his  analysis  and  his 
wisdom. 

I  enjoyed  very  much  working  with  the 
gentleman  on  the  minority  side,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Wigglesworth],  It  was  a  real  expe¬ 
rience  to  watch  them  in  action,  to  follow 
the  thoroughness  with  which  they  work. 

New  Members  of  Congress  frequently 
are  subject  to  feelings  of  frustration. 
It  takes  time  to  acquire  the  somewhat 
hardened  fatalistic  attitude,  which 
marks  the  experienced  Member,  and  un¬ 
til  one  has  been  through  the  mill  a  num¬ 
ber  of  times,  he  takes  keenly  what  he 
considers  to  be  a  miscarriage  of  the 
legislative  process. 

I  must  confess  to  that  feeling  of  frus¬ 
tration  now  when  we  are  considering  the 
ECA  appropriations  bill. 

For  nearly  4  weeks  the  subcommittee  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee 
held  hearings  on  the  Marshall  plan.  We 
studied,  examined,  and  critically  scru¬ 
tinized  every  aspect  of  the  European 
recovery  program.  We  realized  every 
expenditure  of  the  Government  must  be 
carefully  weighed  and  every  nonessential 
expenditure  eliminated. 

We  considered  the  effect  of  price  re¬ 
ductions  on  the  program  and  reduced  the 
estimate  by  a  figure  which  we  believed 
represented  an  accurate  estimate  of  the 
effect  of  lower  prices  on  the  cost  of  the 
program  during  the  coming  year.  We 
investigated  thoroughly  ECA’s  esti¬ 
mates  of  commodities  needed  from  dol¬ 
lar  areas  by  the  participating  countries 
and  the  thoroughness  of  the  screening 
methods  employed  by  ECA  in  arriving 
at  them.  On  the  basis  of  this  compre¬ 
hensive  review  of  the  program,  the  sub¬ 
committee  brought  in  a  figure  for  the 
fiscal  year  of  1950  which  was  lower  by 
$272,700,000  than  that  authorized  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  We  felt  that  this 
was  the  absolute  maximum  amount  by 
which  the  appropriation  could  be  re¬ 
duced  without  seriously  delaying  the  re¬ 
covery  program  and  without  a  costly  set¬ 
back  to  the  recovery  which  has  already 
been  achieved  to  date. 

And  yet,  in  spite  of  our  thorough  hear¬ 
ings,  in  spite  of  the  hours,  the  days,  the 
weeks  we  put  in,  painstakingly  listening 
to  the  many  witnesses  who  appeared  be¬ 
fore  us,  checking  the  enormous  amount 
of  financial  data  submitted — all  this  ef¬ 
fort  is  brushed  aside  in  the  name  of  econ¬ 
omy.  A  blanket,  across-the-board  meat- 
axe  cut  of  15  percent  is  approved.  Why 
appoint  a  subcommittee?  Why  hold 
hearings?  Why  go  to  the  vast  expense 
of  recalling  witneses  from  all  parts  of 
the  globe,  when  such  arbitrary  procedure 
is  to  become  the  action  of  this  Congress? 
I  am  fully  cognizant  of  the  arguments 
advanced,  that  we  are  in  a  declining 
economy  and  that  we  must  retrench. 

I,  too,  am  in  favor  of  the  economical 
operation  of  our  governmental  program, 
but  I  certainly  am  not  in  favor  of  re¬ 
trenchment  where  it  may  very  well  do 
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irreparable  harm  to  our  domestic  econ¬ 
omy  and  jeopardize  our  position  in  re¬ 
sponsible  world  leadership. 

Last  month  we  heard  the  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  describe  on  this  floor 
the  significant  achievements  by  ECA  in 
starting  western  Europe  on  the  road  back 
to  economic  recovery.  Those  speeches 
described  the  new  investments,  the 
building  of  new  plants,  the  expansion 
and  modernization  of  old  plants,  the 
mechanization  of  farms,  the  housing  pro¬ 
grams  and  many  other  projects  of  eco¬ 
nomic  activity  and  expansion  which  have 
been  instituted  during  the  past  12 
months  under  the  stimulus  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program.  Perhaps  the 
members  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  spoke  too  eloquently  or  perhaps 
they  overemphasized  the  first  year’s 
achievements  and  did  not  sufficiently  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  House  the  relationship  of  the 
achievements  already  made  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  objectives  of  the  recovery  program. 
For  this  cut  would  do  much  to  gut  the 
program  before  European  recovery  is 
achieved. 

The  coming  year  is  the  most  crucial 
year  in  the  entire  effort.  We  undertook 
this  program  originally,  not  entirely  out 
of  altruism,  but  because  vye  realized  that 
the  presence  of  a  healthy  economy  in 
Europe  was  absolutely  indispensable  to 
the  continuation  of  a  healthy  economy 
in  the  United  States — that  if  world  re¬ 
cession  of  trade  with  its  resultant  polit¬ 
ical  repercussions  was  to  be  avoided,  the 
people  of  the  United  States  must  reestab¬ 
lish  the  basis  for  a  sound,  normal  trade 
between  Europe  and  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere.  I  submit  that  this  program  was 
not  designed  primarly  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Europeans,  but  was  designed  as  much 
to  advance  the  self-interest  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States.  And  when  we 
cut  into  this  program  so  seriously  as  to 
threaten  its  ultimate  success,  we  are 
tampering  with  the  economic  and  mili¬ 
tary  security  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  true  that  during 
the  past  year  by  virtue  of  the  tremendous 
assistance  rendered  by  the  United  States 
some  production  levels  in  western  Europe 
have  come  up  to  and  even  exceeded  pro¬ 
duction  levels  of  1938.  Yet  the  living 
standards  of  the  peoples  of  most  of  the 
participating  countries  still  lag  far  below 
the  prewar  living  standards.  Some  of 
the  countries  most  seriously  devastated 
by  the  war  still  find  themselves  on  little 
more  than  a  subsistence  level.  In  sev¬ 
eral  of  the  more  fortunate  parts  of  Eu¬ 
rope  which  were  relatively  untouched  by 
the  war,  the  living  standards  are  closer 
to  those  of  prewar.  However,  any  talk 
of  prewar  production  levels  is  entirely 
misleading.  The  increased  population 
in  Europe  during  the  past  10  years,  the 
devastation  wrought  in  factories  and 
homes  and  the  consequent  need  of  re¬ 
placements,  the  widespread  obsolescence 
of  plants,  tools,  equipment  and  machin¬ 
ery  which  has  accumulated  during  and 
since  the  war,  and  the  loss  of  important 
overseas  earnings  makes  necessary  that 
the  production  levels  of  Europe  must  far 
exceed  those  of  1938  before  it  can  be  ac¬ 
curately  said  that  economic  recovery  has 
been  achieved. 


I  had  assumed  that  there  would  be  no 
need  to  discuss  the  merits  of  the  ECA 
program.  I  had  assumed  that  this  Con¬ 
gress  had  already  approved  that  program 
by  its  passage  of  the  authorization  bill. 
However,  this  curtailment  in  the  funds 
is  necessary  to  give  realistic  implemen¬ 
tation  to  the  operation  of  the  program 
makes  me  wonder  whether  we  are  not  in 
fact  reversing  that  approval. 

Our  conception  of  economic  recovery 
must  envision  a  western  Europe  which  is 
able  to  stand  on  its  own  feet,  capable  of 
producing  and  importing  the  commodi¬ 
ties  necessary  to  maintain  itself.  It  is 
essential  for  these  countries  to  be  able  to 
import  the  commodities  produced  in  the 
United  States  which  they  need  to  main¬ 
tain  their  economies  and  to  be  able  to 
pay  for  those  Imports  with  dollars  which 
they  earn  by  selling  goods  and  services  to 
the  Western  Hemisphere.  We  ihtend  to 
reestablish  in  western  Europe  a  normal 
market  for  American  commodities,  a 
market  which  but  for  Marshall  plan  dol¬ 
lars  would  be  almost  entirely  extin¬ 
guished  today  because  of  the  lack  of  dol¬ 
lars  in  Europe  and  the  inability  of  the 
ERP  countries  to  earn  dollars  which  they 
can  spend  in  the  United  States.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House  are  receiving  letters 
from  constituents  asking  why  they  are 
unable  to  export  to  Europe  goods  which 
they  normally  exported  before  the  war. 
Many  of  these  producers  and  exporters 
ask  why  they  cannot  receive  export  sub¬ 
sidies  from  ECA  to  enable  them  to  ship 
their  exportable  surpluses  abroad.  The 
plain  fact  is  that  there  are  not  enough 
dollars  available.  Only  if  ECA  dollars 
are  efficiently  used  to  promote  recovery 
in  Europe  as  quickly  as  possible  can  these 
normal  export  markets  for  United  States’ 
producers  be  reestablished. 

Early  in  this  session  we  passed  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  promote  reciprocal  trade.  With 
whom  is  it  proposed  that  we  shall  trade? 
The  products  of  this  country  must  be 
paid  for  in  dollars.  Our  people  will  not 
take  pounds,  or  franks,  or  marks,  or  lire, 
or  guilders.  They  want  to  be  paid  in 
dollars  and  will  continue  to  demand  pay¬ 
ment  in  dollars  until  confidence  is  re¬ 
stored  in  the  validity  of  foreign  curren¬ 
cies.  That  is  the  aim  of  ECA — to  put  the 
European  nations  in  a  position  so  that 
ultimately  they  can  trade  with  us — that 
they  can  earn  enough  dollars  so  that  they 
may  buy  our  products. 

Now,  what  are  we  doing?  Just  as  we 
are  getting  a  recovery  momentum 
started,  getting  new  plants  and  facto¬ 
ries  under  way,  getting  a  flow  of  new  ma¬ 
chinery  into  the  pipeline  to  Europe,  re¬ 
building  the  confidence  of  European  bus¬ 
iness  men  and  workers  in  their  economic 
and  political  systems  so  that  this  great 
recovery  effort  could  go  forward,  some 
economy-minded  Members  of  this  body 
decide  to  slash  this  program  to  the  bone. 
There  is  a  point  beyond  which  this  aid 
is  of  no  use.  It  is  the  old  story  of  too 
little,  too  late,  throwing  a  10-foot  rope  to 
the  man  15  feet  offshore.  If  we  do  not 
believe  in  this  program,  let  us  kill  it 
entirely  and  do  it  quickly.  Let  us  not 
strangle  it  slowly  because  that  is  more 
painful  and  will  be  much  more  expensive 
to  all  of  us. 


A  substantial  portion  of  this  reduction 
will  come  out  of  the  standard  of  living  of 
the  peoples  of  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries.  The  peoples  of  Europe,  who  are 
genuinely  seeking  to  build  their  produc¬ 
tive  facilities  will  tighten  their  belts; 
they  will  economize  first  on  consumer 
items  such  as  cereals,  tobacco,  fats  and 
oils,  and  cotton  for  clothing  before  they 
will  sacrifice  recovery  items  such  as 
machinery  and  tools  and  raw  materials. 
This  means  that  we  will  be  pushing  the 
living  standard  down  after  we  have 
worked  hard  to  raise  it.  This  means 
that  we  are  willing  to  risk  destroying 
the  increase  in  morale  on  the  part  of 
the  people  of  western  Europe  which  we 
have  been  carefully  building  over  the 
past  year. 

I  often  hear  the  statement  that  the 
United  States  is  facing  a  period  of 
mounting  surpluses.  Yet  we  are  at  one 
stroke  cutting  into  an  appropriation 
which  in  the  short  run  would  help  move 
American  commodities  to  Europe  and 
in  the  long  run  is  designed  to  rebuild  our 
permanent  export  markets.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  an  illogical  and  unrealis¬ 
tic  kind  of  economy. 

About  5  weeks  ago  we  voted  almost 
$16,000,000,000  for  a  military  budget. 
Where  was  the  economy  drive  then? 
And  yet,  in  this  program,  which  to  my 
mind  is  even  more  important  to  our 
national  security,  because  it  builds  de¬ 
mocracy,  which  is  essential  to  our  posi¬ 
tion  in  a  friendly  world,  we  retrench. 

Let  me  read  you  a  portion  of  the  speech 
made  by  one  of  our  truly  great  states¬ 
men,  Sumner  Welles,  which  he  delivered 
before  the  Rochester  Institute  of  Inter¬ 
national  Affairs  on  December  11,  1948; 

The  overshadowing  Issue  Is  whether  an 
American  foreign  policy  which  is  formu¬ 
lated  primarily  from  the  military  and  stra¬ 
tegic  viewpoint,  which  regards  force  or  the 
threat  of  force  as  its  sole  effective  instru¬ 
ments,  which  envisages  little  more  than  the 
need  to  check  Russia  can  prevail  in  a  con¬ 
test  with  a  force  which  is  so  eminently  dy¬ 
namic  as  the  force  of  Soviet  communism, 
backed  as  it  is  by  the  manpower  and  the  re¬ 
sources  of  the  vast  Russian  Empire.  We 
have  every  reason  to  fear  that  even  though 
actual  war  may  be  averted,  the  United  States 
will  be  engaged  in  a  losing  fight,  unless 
American  foreign  policy  becomes  the  instru¬ 
ment  of  a  democracy  which  is  quite  as 
dynamic  as  communism,  unless  that  policy 
offers  the  peoples  of  the  earth  the  positive 
assurance  that  the  United  States  seeks  col¬ 
lective  security  rather  than  national  ag¬ 
grandizement. 

We  have  successfully  won  the  peoples 
of  Europe  because  we  have  given  them 
the  opportunity  for  security,  peace  of 
mind,  and  hope  for  the  future.  We  have 
helped  remove  the  threat  of  hunger,  un¬ 
employment,  and  mass  starvation,  and 
in  so  doing  have  eliminated  the  master 
propaganda  weapon.  We  have  so  re¬ 
vitalized  the  will  of  these  peoples  to  main¬ 
tain  democratc  governments  that  a 
series  of  political  and  diplomatic  defeats 
have  been  administered  to  the  Russians 
in  the  cold  war. 

A  few  days  ago  the  Secretary  of  State 
left  for  Paris.  When  he  left,  the  United 
States  was  in  the  most  advantageous 
political  position  with  Russia  that  we 
have  been  in  since  the  end  of  the  war. 
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That  was  true  then,  but  I  seriously  doubt 
if  it  is  true  today.  I  suspect  that  our 
action  has  done  more  to  embarrass  the 
Secretary  of  State,  to  unsettle  the  minds 
of  our  European  allies,  and  to  encourage 
the  Russians  than  any  single  incident 
of  the  past  months.  A  week  ago  the 
nations  of  western  Europe  felt  that  their 
hopes  for  economic  recovery  were  secure 
and  certain.  Today  they  cannot  have 
that  same  feeling  with  any  certainty.  A 
week  ago  they  felt  their  economic  and 
military  alliance  with  the  United  States 
was  a  bulwark  upon  which  their  positions 
in  Europe  rested.  Today  they  must  be 
seriously  shaken. 

It  seems  to  me  that  those  who  have 
blindly  gone  overboard  in  the  name  of 
economy  have  forgotten  that  we  still 
have  commitments  to  the  people  of  this 
Nation  and  of  the  world  in  which  we 
live.  While  some  reappraisal  may  be 
necessary  with  time  and  change,  we 
cannot  renege  on  our  obligation  to  those 
who  depend  upon  us. 

Economy  must  be  tempered  by  reality. 
Of  much  greater  significance  than  the 
dollars  involved  in  this  bill  is  princi¬ 
ple — the  principle  that  American  policy 
cannot  succeed  until  it  convinces  the 
people  of  the  world  that  America  is  de¬ 
pendable. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  7  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vorys.L 

THE  ECA  GUARANTY  PROVISION 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  congratulate  the  committee  on  the 
statesmanlike  job  they  have  done  in  re¬ 
ducing  the  original  estimate  and  the 
budget  estimate  to  a  size  that  bids  fair 
to  fit  our  budget,  and  on  the  amendment, 
which  is  apparently  agreed  to,  which  pro¬ 
vides  enough  flexibility  so  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  can  proceed.  I  hope  this  second 
year  will  show  the  amazing  success  that 
has  resulted  in  the  first  year  under  the 
splendid  administration  of  Paul  Hoff¬ 
man  and  his  associates. 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  little  item  of 
$150,000,000  which  apparently  was  not 
considered  very  much  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  is  not  being  con¬ 
sidered  very  much  by  ECA.  It  has  to 
do  with  the  guaranty  provision  in  the 
ECA  law.  We  provided  a  guaranty  last 
year  but  it  turned  out  not  to  be  very  use¬ 
ful  because  it  merely  provided  for  con¬ 
verting  the  principal  amount  of  any  in¬ 
vestment  back  into  dollars  provided  the 
amount  is  earned  or  paid  in  foreign  cur¬ 
rency.  This  year  in  the  bill  which  you 
passed  we  broadened  that  guaranty  so 
that  anyone  who  makes  an  investment 
which  is  approved  for  guaranty  can  con¬ 
vert  from  foreign  currencies  into  dollars 
not  only  what  he  paid  in  the  original 
investment  but  any  earnings  or  income 
produced  in  the  foreign  currency.  The 
amount  earmarked  for  guaranties  is 
$150,000,000.  It  does  not  amount  quite 
to  that  because  they  have  already  used 
$4,239,014  from  It,  but  still  over  $145,- 
000,000  is  available  as  guaranties,  partic¬ 
ularly  for  capital  equipment. 

In  the  tables  furnished  in  the  hear¬ 
ings  is  an  item  of  $816,500,000  for  “Cap¬ 
ital  equipment,”  with  no  further  expla¬ 
nation  or  break-down  in  the  tables  that 
I  have  been  able  to  find  with  the  assist¬ 


ance  of  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  and  their  staff;  $816,- 
000,000  is  a  lot  of  money.  That  is  a  lot  of 
capital  equipment,  but  capital  equipment 
is  not  like  wheat  or  coal  or  something 
like  that,  that  when  you  say  it  once  you 
have  described  all  of  it.  There  are  all 
kinds  of  capital  equipment  involved  but 
not  described.  I  find  no  reduction  made 
in  the  estimated  prices  of  all  this  capital 
equipment.  What  I  hope  to  find  out  is 
that  some  of  these  cuts  in  appropriations 
have  been  made  up  by  using  this  guar¬ 
anty  which  is  provided  in  the  basic  law. 
I  say  this  for  one,  that  if  along  next 
spring  we  are  told  that  all  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  has  to  be  spent  by  May  15, 
and  I  find  that  none  of  this  capital 
equipment  is  being  furnished  through 
guaranties,  then  I  am  going  to  be  most 
reluctant  to  appropriate  more  give-away 
or  grant  money,  when  I  find  that  the  pay¬ 
back  money,  the  guaranty  money,  is  not 
being  used. 

It  is  my  hope  that  these  appropria¬ 
tions  will  be  tight  enough,  a  close  enough 
fit,  that  ECA  and  the  people  in  these 
countries  will  seek  out  this  method  of 
obtaining  $145,000,000  more  of  capital 
equipment  from  this  country. 

When  the  authorization  bill  came  to 
Congress  it  provided  for  $150,000,000  of 
contract  authorizations  to  go  beyond  fis¬ 
cal  1950.  We  struck  that  out  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  but  we  put  into  the  guaranty 
language  a  provision  that  “includes  the 
furnishing  of  capital  goods  items  and 
related  services  for  use  in  connection 
with  projects  approved  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  pursuant  to  a  contract  providing 
for  payment  in  whole  or  in  part  after 
June  30,  1950.  So  that  the  forward  con¬ 
tracting  authority  that  ECA  asked  for  is 
in  the  law,  but  it  does  not  require  the 
appropriation  of  dollars. 

If  the  guaranty  is  used,  and  we  have 
to  pay  because  foreign  currencies  cannot 
be  converted,  we  get  back,  instead  of 
merely  a  veto  on  counterpart  funds  that 
some  other  country  holds,  payment  in  full 
in  the  currency  of  another  country.  It 
is  my  hope  that  private  enterprise  in  this 
country,  the  ECA  administration,  and 
these  other  countries,  will  use  this  method 
of  getting  $145,000,000  worth  of  capital 
equipment  over  there  plowed  into  the 
recovery  and  development  of  Europe.  If 
they  do  not,  and  then  come  around  and 
say  that  they  need  more  money  next 
spring,  somebody  is  going  to  ask  them 
questions,  and  somebody’s  face  is  going 
to  be  red.  I  find  nothing  in  the  hearings 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
about  the  guaranty.  Of  course,  it  does 
not  require  any  appropriation,  but  it  is 
strange  to  me  that  the  ECA  did  not  call 
the  attention  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  to  the  fact  that  here  was 
$145,000,000  available  for  the  purposes  of 
European  recovery.  I  hope  the  Members 
of  Congress  will  study  this  matter  be¬ 
cause  that  may  be  the  only  way  recovery 
is  going  to  work  in  the  long  run.  In  1952, 
when  the  program  of  grant  money  stops, 
it  may  be  necessary  to  provide,  through 
guaranties,  or  loans,  some  sort  of  credit 
facilities  so  as  to  bridge  the  gap  while 
there  is  still  a  temporary  dollar  shortage. 
In  the  future,  under  the  President’s  point 
4,  we  are  going  to  have  to  provide  some 


method  similar  to  this  guaranty  so  that 
when  we  furnish  goods  abroad  but  get 
paid  back  for  those  goods.  We  had  bet¬ 
ter  start  pioneering  this  year.  I  want  to 
see  examples  of  how  the  ECA  guaranty 
worked,  instead  of  excuses  as  to  why  it 
was  not  used. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
calls  for  the  expenditure  of  $5,542,470,- 
000.  There  are  about  30  or  40  Members 
here  on  the  floor  right  now  considering 
this  very  important  bill.  If  you  give 
$1,000,000,000  away  it  costs  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America  $7.  Here 
you  are  giving  $5,500,000,000  away,  which 
means  $38.50  for  every  man,  woman,  and 
child  in  America.  If  every  Member  of 
Congress  went  back  to  his  district  and 
told  every  man,  woman,  and  child  he  met 
that  their  assessment  for  this  relief 
under  ECA  this  year  was  going  to  be 
$38.50,  I  wonder,  if  you  tried  to  take  up 
a  collection,  and  you  passed  the  hat 
around,  how  many  people  in  your  dis¬ 
trict  do  you  think  would  put  $38.50  in 
the  hat?  You  would  find  that  there 
would  be  mighty  few.  But,  what  is  hap¬ 
pening?  You  are  the  elected  represent¬ 
atives.  With  all  the  propaganda  going 
around  to  try  to  get  you  to  vote  to  give 
these  billions  and  billions  of  dollars  away, 
you  say  to  your  taxpayers  you  have  to 
pay  the  bill.  You  are  talking  about  more 
taxes  to  run  this  Government.  I  tell  you 
right  now  that  I  do  not  want  my  tax¬ 
payers  to  come  down  here  to  me  and 
say,  “You  Members  voted  these  taxes 
and  you  are  strapping  me  to  death.  I 
do  not  want  these  taxes'  on  everything 
that  I  have  to  buy.”  Nevertheless,  the 
Members  of  Congress  are  voting  for  these 
great  expenditures,  and  evidently  they 
want  things  to  be  this  way.  People  are 
hollering  for  less  taxes.  Give  them  less 
spending  if  you  do  not  give  them  less 
taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  are  we  doing  with 
this  money?  Is  it  being  spent  wisely, 
economically,  and  soundly?  I  say  “No.” 
I  am  going  to  show  you  a  few  things 
that  are  being  done  under  ECA  which  I 
think  are  just  downright  ridiculous — just 
downright  ridiculous.  Let  us  see  here — 
you  are  bringing  23  men  from  Korea, 
23  men  to  travel  all  over  the  United 
States  for  9  weeks  to  tell  the  people  in 
the  cities  how  much  they  appreciate  what 
Uncle  Sam  is  doing  for  them  through 
ECA.  That  is  going  to  cost  you  a  couple 
of  thousand  dollars  apiece,  or  even  $3,000 
apiece  to  bring  each  one  of  those  fellows 
over  here  to  go  around  telling  Uncle  Sam 
what  good  people  we  are.  You  pay  the 
bill.  You  are  going  to  spend  a  hundred 
thousand  dollars  to  do  that .  Why  do  you 
not  get  them  to  write  a  letter  here  and 
tell  us  that  they  appreciate  the  money 
we  are  giving  them,  so  that  we  can  put 
those  letters  in  the  newspapers — or  bring 
the  letters  down  here  and  I  will  put  them 
in  the  Congressional  Record.  That 
would  cost  little.  That  ought  to  be  just 
as  good.  But  no,  you  want  to  tax  my 
people  $100,000  to  bring  that  crowd  over 
here  and  have  them  have  a  good  time 
running  around  telling  how  Uncle  Sam 
is  treating  them  so  nice.  You  are  not 
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only  doing  that  for  the  people  of  Korea, 
but  you  have  a  lot  of  these  missions.  Let 
us  look  at  a  few  of  them.  You  have  a 
group  of  six  Norwegian  technicians  to 
visit  the  United  States  to  study  Amer¬ 
ican  methods  of  mining,  paper  making, 
and  steel  making. 

That  makes  nine  groups  coming  here 
under  the  Marshall  plan  to  travel  all 
over  the  United  States  to  learn  some¬ 
thing  about  what  we  are  doing.  We 
could  teach  them  by  giving  them  some¬ 
thing  to  work  at,  by  letting  them  do 
something  to  help  themselves,  by  telling 
them  and  showing  them  how  we  do 
things.  We  could  assist  them  in  many 
ways  without  having  to  have  them  come 
over  here  at  our  expense. 

You  have  sent  seven  missions  of  union 
members  from  the  United  States  to  deal 
with  trade-unions  in  European  coun¬ 
tries  to  try  to  tell  them  how  to  run  their 
unions.  Good  Moses  and  Aaron!  What 
is  the  matter  with  you?  Do  you  not 
think  they  know  that  much? 

You  have  brought  over  a  lot  of  foundry 
workers  from  the  United  Kingdom  under 
ECA  funds  to  teach  them  foundry  meth¬ 
ods.  Why  not  send  one  teacher  and 
some  books  over  there? 

You  are  sending  ECA  missions  to  Bel¬ 
gium  and  other  countries  to  work  out 
their  labor  problems. 

I  do  not  believe  in  all  that.  I  think 
it  is  money  ill  spent.  You  have  in  here 
$1,800  000  for  the  Italian  counterpart 
fund. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  five 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  RICH.  Italy  was  one  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  who  started  to  fight  France  before 
we  got  into  the  war — our  enemies  at  that 
time — they  went  over  there  and  raised 
Ned,  yet  now  we  are  going  to  help  the 
Italians  rebuild  their  villages,  their 
roads,  and  their  aqueducts,  and  we  are 
spending  $21,600,000  in  Italy  for  those 
purposes.  It  is  nice  that  you  can  go  it, 
but  gracious  goodness,  your  taxpayers 
cannot  afford  it,  and  you  have  not  given 
your  own  people  a  thought  on  things 
they  want.  Remember,  the  countries 
you  are  helping  do  not  have  a  total  in¬ 
debtedness  of  $90,000,000,000,  but  in 
America  we  have  a  debt  of  $250,000,000,- 
000.  Some  day,  when  our  country  goes 
broke  and  these  other  countries  are 
around  doing  business,  do  you  think 
they  are  going  to  do  anything  to  help 
America?  Why,  you  ai-e  called  Uncle 
Shylock  over  there  now.  [Applause  in 
the  gallery.] 

I  am  glad  you  girls  came.  I  have  got 
more  friends,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  gal¬ 
lery  than  I  have  downstairs  here,  and  I 
have  got  more  friends  back  home  than  I 
have  got  down  here.  Lord  bless  you. 
I  love  every  one  of  you.  Some  of  you  I 
try  to  take  out  and  beat  on  the  golf 
course.  But  to  get  back  to  the  bill,  I 
tell  you  right  here  and  now  that  you  have 
got  to  get  serious  about  this  thing  of 
squandering.  This  just  cannot  go  on. 
We  should  realize  our  domestic  situation. 
When  you  stop  to  think  of  all  the  money 
that  is  being  spent  for  propaganda  in  the 
United  States  to  get  us  to  spend  money 


to  help  somebody  else,  it  just  does  not 
make  sense;  and  I  say  that  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  is  the  easiest  bunch 
of  fellows  I  ever  saw  roped  in  in  all  my 
life. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  On  page  3  there  is  a 
provision  which  states  that  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available 
for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  char¬ 
acter  other  than  entertainment,  which 
we  ask  no  accounting  for.  What  is  that 
for? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  do  not  know,  and  I  do 
not  believe  there  is  a  Member  present 
who  knows  what  it  is  for,  and  yet  we 
are  going  to  include  it  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  re¬ 
alize  that  there  is  also  an  item  of  $30,000 
for  entertainment  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  RICH.  $30,000!  I  am  willing  to 
bet  that  is  not  the  tenth  of  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  what  it  states 
here. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  does  not  know 
what  he  is  talking  about,  for  the  gentle¬ 
man  certainly  does.  He  is  a  good  sound 
legislator. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  we  get  a  roll  call 
on  this  bill  and  that  we  will  get  220  Mem¬ 
bers  at  least  to  vote  against  it;  then  we 
will  send  it  back  to  the  committee,  and 
we  ought  to  send  it  back  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations.  You  know 
that  committee  is  not  looking  after  Uncle 
Sam,  they  are  not  interested  in  our  do¬ 
mestic  affairs,  the  whole  committee.  I 
do  not  like  the  committee — I  like  the  in¬ 
dividuals  personally — because  they  are 
giving  us  away,  and  I  do  not  like  the 
foreign  affairs  plan  or  program  one  bit; 
it  just  does  not  suit  me  at  all. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  we  should  spend  $30,000  to  give 
away  the  taxpayers’  money,  to  pour  it 
down  assorted  drains  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries? 

Mr.  RICH.  No;  I  do  not  think  so. 
This  makes  $92,000,000,000  that  the 
American  people  have  given  away.  A 
lot  of  men  come  in  here  and  say  that  we 
are  giving  all  this  away  to  keep  from 
having  another  war.  You  never  kept 
out  of  war  by  talking  about  war  all  the 
time.  Whenever  a  man  wants  to  get  into 
a  fight  he  can  get  into  a  fight  without 
any  trouble.  If  I  wanted  to  get  into  a 
fight  I  could  do  so  without  any  trouble 
at  all,  and  if  I  saw  a  man  walking  down 
the  street  with  a  chip  on  his  shoulder  I 
would  probably  knock  the  chip  off  his 
shoulder  to  see  what  the  fellow  would 
do.  That’s  the  way  you  get  in  trouble. 
We  are  spending  $15,000,000,000  a  year 
here  fordefense.  We  talk  about  some  of 
these  nations  of  the  earth,  getting  in  war, 
we  give  Russia  $12,500,000,000  in  lend- 
lease;  they  get  all  that  equipment  over 
there,  and  what  happens  to  it?  We  find 
ourselves  having  to  spend  $15,000,000,000 
a  year  to  try  to  keep  prepared  to  combat 
the  $12,000,000,000  that  we  sent  over 
there.  That  is  serious;  that  is  serious. 
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My  time  is  about  up,  but,  remember, 
when  it  comes  to  voting,  if  219  or  220 
Members  vote  against  this  bill  we  will  be 
doing  the  whole  country  a  great  service. 
Now  and  future  generations. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
balance  of  the  time  on  this  side  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  LMr.  Sadow- 
SKll. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  4  minutes! 

(Mr.  SADOWSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  certain  excerpts  and 
tables.) 

THE  MARSHALL  PLAN,  TAXATION,  AND 
WORLD  TRADE 

Mr.  SADOWSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
issue  in  the  next  campaign  will  be  taxa¬ 
tion.  There  is  no  way  to  dodge  the  issue. 
Our  friend  and  colleague  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Robert  Rich,  is  absolutely  right, 
and  those  who  ignore  the  warning — and 
I  do  not  care  whether  they  are  Democrats 
or  Republicans — will  have  a  tough  time 
in  the  next  election.  You  cannot  go  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States  with  a 
$45,000,000,000  budget  and  a  $45,000,000,- 
000  tax  bill,  if  you  please,  when  the  in¬ 
come  of  the  American  taxpayer  will  be 
back  on  the  basis  only  slightly  above  that 
of  prewar.  During  the  war,  when  peo¬ 
ple’s  pockets  were  bulging  with  money 
made  out  of  war  profits  and  war  wages,  it 
was  possible  to  meet  this  inflated  tax  bill. 
Now  the  simple  truth  is  we  just  cannot 
meet  it  any  longer.  We  must  cut  the 
budget  at  least  seven  to  eight  billion  dol¬ 
lars.  This  can  be  done.  It  must  be 
done.  A  5-percent  cut  in  appropriations 
right  across  the  board,  as  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  by  some  Members  of  the  House 
and  Senate,  is  a  lot  of  silly  nonsense. 
There  are  only  two  places  where  real  cuts 
can  be  made,  and  that  is  on  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  all  foreign-aid  programs 
and  on  the  $16,000,000  military  author¬ 
ization. 

When  I  heard  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  had  cut  this  ECA  appropria¬ 
tion  by  15  percent,  I  was  considerably 
pleased.  Then  this  morning  I  learned 
that  a  compromise  had  been  reached 
whereby  this  money  will  be  spent  in  13  Ms 
months  instead  of  15  months,  which 
action  actually  nullifies  the  15-percent 
cut  and  the  reported  savings  that  were 
to  be  made.' 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  received 
plenty  of  warning  from  the  best  econ¬ 
omists  in  this  Nation,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  reports  and  the  re¬ 
ports  from  the  Labor  Department  defi¬ 
nitely  prove  that  we  must  cut  our  tax  bill 
by  $7,000,000,000  because  the  revenues 
will  not  be  forthcoming.  If  you  do  not 
meet  the  issue  now,  you  will  have  to  face 
up  with  it  in  July  1950,  next  year,  just 
before  the  elections. 

Now,  during  the  war  we  saddled  our 
people  with  a  lot  of  extra  taxes,  special 
taxes,  on  rail,  bus  and  air  traffic  trans¬ 
portation.  We  also  placed  taxes  against 
luggage,  furs,  ladies’  handbags,  jewelry, 
cosmetics,  and  so  forth.  We  promised 
the  business  people  and  the  American 
consumers  that  these  special  taxes  would 
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be  removed  as  soon  as  the  war  was  over. 
This  promise  should  be  kept  and  can  be 
kept.  It  must  be  kept  because  these  spe¬ 
cial  taxes  against  certain  commodities 
and  against  certain  people  in  business  is 
unfair,  discriminatory,  and  is  tending  to 
drive  these  people  into  bankruptcy.  The 
consumers  are  withholding  from  buying 
these  taxed  items  because  they  expect 
these  taxes  to  be  removed.  Now,  I  say 
we  can  remove  them  and  still  cut  the 
budget  by  $7,000,000,000  by  making  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts  in  free  foreign  aid  programs 
and  in  the  authorization  for  the  military. 
It  is  imperative  that  at  this  time  we 
abandon  this  policy  of  being  Santa  Claus 
to  half  the  nations  of  the  world  and  to 
the  few  American  manipulators  and 
financiers  who  have  pushed  this  foreign- 
aid  program  for  their  own  profits  at  the 
expense  of  the  American  taxpayers.  We 
must  immediately  take  steps  to  develop 
international  world  trade  with  all  the 
nations  of  the  world  on  a  strictly  busi¬ 
ness  basis.  According  to  all  of  the  re¬ 
ports  there  is  no  question  about  it  but 
that  the  Marshall-plan  countries  have 
had  their  economies  restored  to  a  prewar 
basis,  that  is  what  we  were  asked  to  do 
originally,  and  that  has  now  been  ac¬ 
complished. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  we  have  been  giv¬ 
ing  many  billions  of  dollars  to  aid  busi¬ 
ness  in  Europe  and  Asia  our  own  business 
is  going  to  pot.  We  are  sliding  down  hill 
fast.  All  reports  show  lower  volume,  low¬ 
er  profits,  lower  employment.  Consum¬ 
ers  spending  is  shrinking  and  inventories 
are  piling  up.  People  are  afraid  of  los¬ 
ing  their  jobs,  and  employers  are  wor¬ 
ried  over  sales,  costs,  inventories,  and 
taxes.  Thousands  of  small  manufactur¬ 
ing  plants  are  operating  on  curtailed 
production  basis  and  are  begging  for  or¬ 
ders.  The  unemployment  rolls  have  been 
increasing  by  leaps  and  bounds.  Let  me 
saTto  my  colleagues  from  the  South  that 
the  cotton  warehouses  are  bulging  with 
cotton  and  that  the  cotton  mills  are  suf¬ 
fering  from  flooded  markets.  Under  the 
Marshall  plan  we  have  permitted  Eng¬ 
land  to  become  our  cotton  broker,  and 
those  nations  not  under  the  Marshall 
plan  have  had  to  pay  through  the  nose  to 
obtain  American  cotton.  In  many  in¬ 
stances  they  have  paid  30  percent  above 
the  normal  American  market  price. 
These  exorbitant  prices  on  American  cot¬ 
ton  have  not  accrued  to  the  benefit  of 
the  American  planter  or  the  American 
cotton  dealer.  These  profits  have  gone 
to  England  and  to  a  couple  of  favored 
nations  under  the  Marshall  plan.  The 
result  has  been  that  the  eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  starved  out  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  cotton  markets  have  looked  for  other 
sources  of  supply.  They  are  now  getting 
cotton  from  Egypt,  India,  parts  of  Asia 
and  South  America.  I  am  afraid  that 
our  cotton  markets,  in  half  of  the  world 
may  be  lost  to  us  forever  as  a  result  of 
the  disastrous  policy  we  have  followed. 

Now,  according  to  Business  Week,  the 
report  on  cotton  shows  that  last  month, 
April  1949,  the  American  cotton  mills 
used  only  579,031  bales.  This  is  the  first 
time  since  1940  that  American  cotton 
mills  requirements  fell  below  600,000 
bales  per  month.  So,  we  have  permitted 
the  world  to  be  divided  up  into  two 


spheres  of  trade  and  commerce.  One 
sphere  dominated  by  Russia,  the  other 
dominated  by  England,  and  we,  the 
United  States,  are  the  scapegoat.  We 
have  come  out  with  nothing.  Russia  has 
made  her  bilateral  trade  agreements  with 
all  the  countries  of  Europe  and  the  world, 
including  England.  England  has  made 
her  bilateral  agreements  with  all  the 
countries  of  Europe  and  the  world,  in¬ 
cluding  Russia;  fcut  the  United  States  is 
out  in  the  cold  in  both  of  these  spheres, 
and  I  am  afraid  that  in  another  year  or 
two  we  will  be  walking  around  with  our 
hat  in  our  hands  begging  for  a  little 
world  trade  and  commerce.  I  say  this  be¬ 
cause,  and  you  will  agree  with  me  if  you 
take  the  time  out  to  study  the  situation 
and  look  at  the  reports  on  Germany  and 
Japan,  you  will  find  that  their  industrial 
potential  has  been  practically  completly 
restored,  and  these  two  countries  who 
were  our  greatest  rivals  for  world  trade 
before  the  war  are  back  in  the  world  mar¬ 
ket  and  with  much  cheaper  labor  than 
ours,  and  with  improved  production 
methods  adopted  from  us  and  installed 
by  the  big-hearted  Americans,  they  will 
give  such  competition  that  we  will  have 
the  time  of  our  lives  trying  to  reenter  the 
world  markets.  Russia,  China,  and  the 
countries  of  eastern  Europe  will  no  longer 
have  to  look  to  the  United  States  and  beg 
us  for  trade. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  time  is  of  the 
essence;  I  say  that  because  we  must  ex¬ 
pand  our  foreign  trade  now.  We  must 
do  business  with  all  the  countries  of  the 
world.  Only  in  this  way  can  we  stimu¬ 
late  a  healthy  condition  at  home  and 
reduce  our  national  debt  and  the  tax 
burden  upon  our  people.  Our  national 
debt  is  now  $252,000,000,000.  We  owe 
twice  as  much  as  all  the  Marshall  plan 
countries  put  together,  and  the  tax  bur¬ 
den  of  the  American  taxpayer  is  four 
times  as  great  as  it  was  before  the  war; 
and  at  this  point.'let  me  say  that  when 
our  tax  burden  was  only  one-fourth  as 
great  as  it  is  today,  that  is  during  the 
days  of  the  Roosevelt  New  Deal,  we  were 
still  able  to  build  roads,  viaducts,  TVA 
plants,  flood-  and  drought-control  proj¬ 
ects,  schools,  hospitals,  develop  our  for¬ 
estry.  We  had  money  for  building  air¬ 
ports,  slum-clearance  projects,  and  we 
could  assist  generously  the  various  States 
and  cities  throughout  the  country  and 
give  assistance  to  building  up  the  wealth 
and  natural  resources  of  our  Nation. 
Today,  when  the  tax  burden  is  four  times 
as  great  upon  the  people  of  our  country, 
we  are  told  we  have  no  money  for  old- 
age  pensions,  aid  to  education,  for  a  pub¬ 
lic-health  program,  the  St.  Lawrence 
waterway,  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  in¬ 
land  waterway,  and  for  the  many  other 
needed  projects,  and  now  we  are  telling 
our  States  and  cities  to  cope  with  their 
own  problems  because  we  cannot  afford 
to  assist  them.  Yes,  we  will  have  a  $45,- 
000,000,000  budget  if  we  carry  on  with 
our  present  policy,  a  policy  which  takes 
$25,000,000,000  out  of  this  budget  for 
foreign  aid  and  military  appropriations, 
and  goes  to  fatten  up  the  munition 
makers  and  the  international  profiteers. 
Of  course,  we  are  told  that  we  will  have 
a  $13,000,000,000  export-trade  program 
for  this  year;  but  let  us  take  a  look  at 


this  $13,000,000,000  export-trade  pro¬ 
gram.  Where  is  it  going  and  who  is  pay¬ 
ing  for  it?  This  program  is  based  on 
spending  for  ECA,  Greek-Turkish  aid, 
military  lend-lease,  the  Atlantic  Pact, 
Philippine  rehabilitation,  and  so  forth. 
Figure  it  out  for  yourself — eight  billion 
of  this  thirteen  billion  will  come  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  American  taxpayers. 
We  will  have  only  about  $5,000,000,000 
of  real  trade — trade  that  is  based  on  a 
business  basis — the  other  $8,000,000,003 
represents  a  trade  that  is  a  drain  upon 
the  American  taxpayer.  It  is  not  trade 
at  all,  it  is  plain  thievery. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  let  us  get  back  to 
business  and  cut  out  this  international 
panhandling  and  military  domination 
over  our  affairs.  .  President  Roosevelt 
had  laid  down  a  postwar  program  for 
peace  and  prosperity.  The  foundation 
for  this  is  the  United  Nations,  and  two 
of  the  cornerstones  of  this  program  are 
the  ITO,  that  is  the  International  Trade 
Organization,  and  the  World  Bank. 
Roosevelt  had  told  the  Congress  and  the 
whole  world,  including  Mr.  Churchill, 
right  after  the  second  UNRRA  appro¬ 
priation,  that  there  would  be  no  more  free 
dollars  available,  that  the  American 
economy  could  no  longer  stand  the  strain. 
Mr.  Roosevelt  had  proposed  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Trade  Organization  and  the  World 
Bank  as  a  means  of  financing  world  trade 
for  the  postwar  period.  The  ITO  was  to 
provide  multilateral  agreements  so  as  to 
give  to  all  the  nations  an  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  trade  in  all  the  markets  of  the 
world  for  raw  materials,  supplies,  and 
machinery.  The  bank  was  to  finance 
this  world  trade.  We  have  38  percent  of 
the  stock  in  this  bank;  the  bank  was 
to  issue  bonds  paying  2V2  percent  in¬ 
terest,  and  the  bank  was  to  charge  4*4 
percent  interest  for  the  loans  that  it 
made.  This  was  sound  business  policy. 
We  were  assured  of  the  return  of  our 
money;  yes,  not  only  the  return  of  it,  but 
2V2  percent  interest  upon  the  bonds  that 
we  bought.  Now.,  would  any  Member  of 
Congress  oppose  the  purchase  of  ten  or 
fifteen  billion  dollars  worth  of  these  in¬ 
terest-bearing  bonds?  I  do  not  think  so. 
Yes,  the  recovery  of  the  world  would  have 
been  assured,  and  there  would  be  no 
necessity  for  bilateral-trade  agreements 
which  are  aimed  at  destroying  the  trade 
of  the  United  States  of  America  and  put¬ 
ting  us  out  of  the  world  markets.  Yes, 
by  doing  business  through  the  World 
Bank  we  were  assured  the  return  of  our 
money  or  the  defaulting  nations  would 
lose  faith  and  credit  in  the  whole  family 
of  nations.  Well,  now  of  course,  this 
program  did  not  suit  Mr.  Churchill,  who 
was  looking  for  more  free  handouts  for 
England.  This  proposal  did  not  suit 
those  Americans  who  had  a  billion  dollar 
prewar  investment  in  Germany  and  were 
seeking  free  United  States  Treasury 
dollars  to  triple  or  quadruple  this  kitty. 
Of  course,  this  program  did  not  suit  the 
international  cartelists,  monopolists,  and 
the  big  international  banking  houses, 
who  worked  hand  in  hand  with  the  inter¬ 
national  cartelists — but  then  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  died.  So  Mr.  Churchill  came 
to  Fulton,  Mo.,  made  his  famous  speech 
that  left  America  shaking  and  quivering 
with  fear.  The  special  Colmer  Com- 
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mittee  went  to  Moscow  and  all  over  Con¬ 
gress  the  cry  was  raised  to  stop  trade 
with  half  the  nations  of  the  world. 
The  hysteria  grew  and  mounted,  and 
the  free  American  dollars  started  to 
roll  out  again.  Mr.  Churchill  won,  Eng¬ 
land  got  her  money,  the  German  barons 
and  the  Japanese  Zaabatsu  will  be 
handed  back  their  war  plants  and  in¬ 
dustries,  nicely  restored  with  the  latest 
American  equipment  and  machinery,  and 
the  latest  American  production  methods. 

Lock  at  the  Life  magazine  of  week 
before  last,  see  the  beautiful  German 
Volkswagon  automobile  rolling  out  of  this 
plant  that  had  not  produced  one  auto¬ 
mobile  under  Hitler. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  generous 
to  the  extreme.  Our  generosity  has  been 
exploited.  By  striking  fear  in  our  hearts 
and  telling  us  that  the  doling  out  of  free 
American  dollars  was  the  only  way  to 
stop  a  foreign  ideology,  we  have  been 
duped  out  of  more  billions.  I  want  to 
say  here  and  now  that  if  the  people  of 
America  are  not  properly  fed,  clothed, 
and  housed,  that  if  we  neglect  our  in¬ 
ternal  economy,  that  if  we  neglect  our 
schools  and  hospitals,  that  if  we  neglect 
the  aged,  the  sick  and  incapacitated,  that 
if  our  internal  economy  becomes  weak 
and  bankrupt,  then,  and  only  then,  will 
communism  or  socialism  prevail  and  be¬ 
come  superior  to  the  American  philos¬ 
ophy  of  free  enterprise.  Yes,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  have  been  generous  with  the 
countries  of  the  world. 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  include  a  table 
showing  the  extent  of  this  generosity. 
These  totals,  of  course,  do  not  include  the 
vast  sums  supplied  by  voluntary  assist¬ 
ance  drives  in  the  United  States,  such  as 
CARE,  Red  Cross,  International  Chari¬ 
ties,  emergency  assistance  campaigns 
for  reconstruction  and  rehabilitation  in 
particular  countries,  nor  does  it  include 
the  millions  of  free  gift  packages  that 
have  been  sent  overseas  by  our  American 
citizens  at  their  own  expense. 

Total  distribution  of  United  States  loans, 
grants,  and  aids  overseas,  including  unpaid 
balances  on  World  War  I  loans  ( includes 
all  Marshall  plan  estimates  for  fiscal  1950, 
but  does  not  include  any  funds  for  rearm¬ 
ament  under  North  Atlantic  Pact) 


1.  Austria _  $885,118,000 

2.  Armenia _  39,  942,  000 

3.  Belgium  and  Luxemburg.  1,744,000,000 

4.  British  Empire _  44,  679,  000,  000 

5.  China _  3,446,000,000 

6.  Czechoslovakia _  17,  348,  000 

7.  Denmark _ _  234,  792,  000 

8.  Egypt _ - _  59,700,000 

9.  Estonia _ . _  25,903,079 

10.  Ethiopia _  16,447,000 

11.  Prance  and  possessions _  3,371,000,000 

12.  Finland _  24,  600,  056 

13.  Germany  (bizonia) _  3,260,000,000 

14.  Greece _  681,  000,  000 

15.  Hungary _  64,  000,  000 

16.  Iceland _  20,  900,  000 

17.  Israel _ 63,  009,  000 

18.  Italy _  4,700,000,000 

19.  Iran _  23, 100,  000 

20.  Iraq _  7,  805,  000 

21.  Ireland _  142,  703,  000 

22.  Japan -  1,  891,  000,  000 

23.  Korea _  89,  469,  000 

24.  Latvia _  10,  713,  000 

25.  Liberia _  14,  829,  000 

26.  Lithuania _  9,  603,  059 

27.  Netherlands  and  posses¬ 

sions _  979,000,000 

28.  Norway _  345,  000,  000 


29.  Philippine  Islands -  $708,  000,  000 

80.  Poland _  873,  600,  000 

31.  Portugal _ -  11.  647,  000 

32.  Rumania _ ' — .  79.  435,  000 

33.  Russia _  12,793,400,000 

34.  Saudi  Arabia _  46,  200,  000 

35.  Sweden _  104, 100,  000 

36.  Trieste _  35,  200,  000 

37.  Turkey _  305,  400,  000 

38.  Yugoslavia _  117,200,000 

39.  American  Republics  (13 )._  1,651,392,000 


The  United  States  News  and  World 
Report  of  May  13,  1949,  devotes  some 
space  to  an  examination  of  the  trends  of 
American  business.  Among  other  things 
it  says: 

Report  goods  output  is  back  almost  to  the 
conversion  low  point  of  1945.  Cotton  con¬ 
sumption  is  around  the  low  set  in  1947. 
Wool  consumption  is  off.  Output  in  most  in¬ 
dustries  is  either  back  or  seen  headed  back  to 
levels  of  1946  when  the  boom  began.  Out¬ 
look  is  for  a  further  dip.  Machinery  output 
over-all  is  at  the  lowest  point  since  1946. 
Machine  tool  output  is  down  around.  50  per¬ 
cent  of  current  capacity. 

Confronted  with  an  unbearable  tax 
burden,  and  with  all  business  reports 
pointing  to  a  depression — and  I  don’t  like 
to  use  that  term — I  believe  that  it  is  ur¬ 
gent  and  pressing  that  we  reexamine  our 
foreign-trade  policy,  which  excludes  from 
our  markets  two-thirds  of  the  world’s 
surplus.  We  must  reexamine  our  ex¬ 
port-import  licensing  program. 

Our  policy  has  gone  to  such  unreason¬ 
able  extremes  that  that  the  Post  Office 
Department  received  an  order  prohibiting 
the  shipment  of  more  than  $5  worth  of 
streptomyacin  in  free  gift  parcel  post 
packages  bound  for  tuberculosis  victims 
in  allied  countries.  This  was  done  in 
spite  of  the  well-known  fact  that  it  takes 
$100  worth  of  streptomyacin  to  cure  or 
to  arrest  a  case  of  tuberculosis.  This 
policy  has  gone  to  such  crazy  extremes 
that  it  has  become  inhuman. 

China,  Asia,  and  the  countries  of  east¬ 
ern  Europe  comprise  an  enormous 
market  for  the  manufactured  products  of 
our  country.  Closing  our  doors  on  these 
customers  is  not  only  poor  business,  but 
contributes  to  the  increased  tension  be¬ 
tween  the  nations  of  the  world.  Ameri¬ 
can  industry  was  told  that  the  Marshall 
plan  would  aid  in  the  exporting  of  their 
products,  but  despite  the  promises  of  the 
Marshall  planners  our  exports  have  been 
dropping.  In  1947,  before  the  Marshall 
plan,  we  did  $15,000,000,000  worth  of  ex¬ 
port  business.  In  1948,  under  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan,  it  dropped  to  $12,500,000,000. 

If  we  continue  under  this  program 
there  can  only  be  an  aggravation  in  the 
downturn  of  business. 

The  New  York  Times  on  March  24, 
1949,  voiced  the  opinion  of  the  conven¬ 
tion  of  the  Export  Managers’  Club  in 
New  York.  It  stated  that  there  is  a 
growing  awareness  by  men  in  the  export 
field  that,  even  with  the  Marshall  plan, 
by  1952  European  “imports  from  the 
United  States  may  be  cut  as  much  as  40 
percent,  while  competitive  and  revital¬ 
ized  European  production  may  capture 
as  much  as  half  the  United  States  mar¬ 
kets  in  Latin  America.” 

Then  there  are  those  who  proclaim 
that  the  enormous  expenditures  for  the 
military  will  provide  the  additional  em¬ 
ployment  and  take  up  the  slack  in  our 


economic  system.  Well,  of  course,  these 
billions  are  only  a  drain  upon  the  tax¬ 
payers,  and  they  do  not  create  any  social 
values,  and  do  not  create  any  capital 
investments  in  constructive  business 
that  would  add.  to  the  wealth  and  prog¬ 
ress  of  our  Nation. 

I  think  we  are  delinquent  in  our  du¬ 
ties  if  we  fail  to  look  upon  these  develop¬ 
ments  with  anything  less  than  alarm.  I 
believe  it  was  a  great  mistake  that  simul¬ 
taneously  with  the  launching  of  the 
Churchillian  Marshall  Plan,  we  also  in¬ 
troduced  discriminatory  trade  measures 
against  the  eastern  European  nations 
which  refused  to  participate  in  it.  In 
effect,  our  licensing  program  constitutes 
a  unilateral  embargo  upon  these  nations. 
We  are  even  guilty  of  violating  trade 
agreements  which  were  signed  before 
licensing  was  introduced,  and  which  I 
believe  are  still  binding  documents. 

I  have  repeatedly  stated  my  opposi¬ 
tion  of  our  approach  to  the  German 
problem.  We  have  gone  at  breakneck 
speed  in  rebuilding  Germany’s  potential 
in  the  world  markets.  After  the  First 
World  War  it  took  Germany  12  years  to 
restore  her  pre-war  potential.  After 
the  Second  World  War  with  the  billions 
of  dollars  that  we  have  dumped  there, 
together  with  the  billions  of  dollars  of 
military  supplies — yes,  whole  Army  de¬ 
pots,  that  were  left  in  Germany  and  no 
accounting  has  ever  been  given  to  the 
American  taxpayers,  Germany  was  re¬ 
stored  in  4  years.  Our  whole  policy 
affecting  Germany  is  a  repetition  of  the 
one  followed  immediately  after  the  First 
World  War.  The  only  difference  is  that 
we  have  done  it  much  faster  and  more 
efficiently. 

The  American  taxpayer  has  spent  $41,- 
000,000,000  to  defeat  Germany  We  have 
spent  a  total  of  $200,000,000,000  to  win 
World  War  II.  And  now  we  are  putting 
in  billions  every  year  to  resurrect  the 
huge  industries  of  Germany  and  Japan 
to  be  our  powerful  contenders  for  world 
trade.  By  our  policy  of  restricted  export 
licensing  we  are  giving  to  Germany  an¬ 
other  chance  to  dominate  Europe  eco¬ 
nomically,  and  thereby,  politically.  The 
same  is  being  done  for  Japan  in  Asia. 
The  nations  devastated  by  the  Reich  are 
now  confronted  by  that  threat  again. 
There  is  not  even  any  effort  being  made 
any  longer  to  conceal  the  fact  that  the 
Potsdam  provisions  limiting  those  in¬ 
dustries  which  constitute  a  threat  to 
peace  are  being  openly  ignored  All  the 
recent  reports  on  Germany  emphasize 
the  fact  that  the  decartelization  program 
has  been  a  farce  and  that  denazification 
has  been  but  a  multiple-syllable  word. 

Is  not  it  peculiar,  that  the  most  ardent 
supporters  of  the  policy  of  embargoes  on 
trade  with  eathern  European  countries, 
countries  by  the  way  that  never  waged 
war  against  our  country;  yes,  those  peo¬ 
ple  who  insist  that  such  a  restrictive 
trade  policy  is  imperative,  are  simulta¬ 
neously  the  most  enthusiastic  supporters 
of  rebuilding  the  might  of  Germany,  twice 
the  enemy  of  our  country.  It  seems  to 
me  that  this  touching  concern  for  the 
recovery  of  an  enemy  which  is  responsible 
for  the  deaths  of  a  quarter  of  million  of 
American  lives  and  millions  of  Europeans 
lives,  and  cost  us  over  $200,000,000,000, 
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does  not  jibe  with  the  pledges  that  we 
made  to  our  allies  to  rebuild  them  first. 

Yes,  we  are  rebuilding  the  country  that 
brought  cur  allies  to  the  brink  of  com¬ 
plete  disaster,  and  all  under  the  specious 
and  false  excuse  of  rebuilding  the  Euro¬ 
pean  economy,  and  still  worse  by  our  em¬ 
bargo  on  trade  with  the  eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  nations  we  are  penalizing  them  for 
their  sacrifices  and  rewarding  Germany 
for  its  crimes. 

So  today  we  are  pursuing  the  short¬ 
sighted  policy  of  trying  to  hamper  and 
limit  the  economic  recovery  of  our  east¬ 
ern  European  allies,  and  in  so  doing  we 
have  also  hampered  the  recovery  of 
western  Europe  at  a  huge  and  unneces¬ 
sary  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer.  It 
is  this  artificial  division  of  European 
economy  which  for  centuries  has  consti¬ 
tuted  a  whole,  that  has  made  it  necessary 
for  us  to  throw  in  billions  of  taxpayers’ 
dollars.  This  is  the  division  that 
Churchill  created.  This  division  has 
placed  Europe  on  the  American  dole. 
There  can  be  no  talk  about  peace  and 
complete  world  recovery  as  long  as  trade 
barriers  exist  between  our  country  and 
eastern  Europe  and  in  turn  between 
western  Europe  and  the  east. 

The  continuation  of  such  a  policy  can 
only  mean  that  the  American  taxpayer 
and  American  industry  and  American  la¬ 
bor  is  the  loser.  For  instance,  what  does 
the  embargo  on  goods  to  the  Soviet 
Union  mean  in  concrete  terms  today? 
The  Wall  Street  Journal  of  April  15, 
1949,  points  out  that  the  Soviets  are 
shifting  their  buying  to  other  markets. 
It  writes  that  the  Soviets  are  getting 
machines  and  industrial  equipment  from 
the  United  Kingdom.  Sweden,  Denmark, 
Belgium,  Switzerland  and  Norway,  while 
she  continues  to  ship  manganese,  chrome, 
and  vital  strategic  materials  to  the 
United  States,  but  is  forced  to  use  the 
dollars  thus  obtained  to  buy  what  she 
needs  in  other  markets.  It  is  needless 
to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  with 
the  exception  of  Switzerland,  all  the  na¬ 
tions  referred  to  are  participants  in  the 
Marshall  plan.  Now,  translated  into  cold 
facts,  this  simply  means  that  our  policy 
adds  to  paralyzing  our  industries,  and  of 
course  also  adds  to  the  rise  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States.  The  same 
applies  to  Poland,  which  has  established 
trade  relations  with  42  states  and  be¬ 
cause  of  our  restricted  trade  policies,  Po¬ 
land  has  extensively  increased  her  vol¬ 
ume  of  purchases  from  the  Scandinavian 
countries,  and  this  trade  is  particularly 
strong  in  goods  like  machinery,  which 
industry  in  our  country  is  suffering  a 
marked  downward  trend  in  production. 

Yes,  while  we  have  clamped  down  on 
the  export  of  goods  and  machinery  to 
Poland,  Great  Britain  has  recently  en¬ 
tered  into  a  bilateral  agreement,  a  5- 
year  trade  pact,  for  a  billion  dollars’ 
worth  of  trade  with  Poland.  Included  in 
this  agreement  are  such  export  items  as 
copper,  capital  equipment,  tires,  dye 
stuffs,  crude  oil,  and  rubber.  I  find  that 
the  other  eastern  European  countries 
have  all  ehtered  into  these  bilateral 
agreements  and  to  a  lesser  or  greater 
degree  are  arranging  for  new  trade  out¬ 
lets  that  leaves  the  United  States  out  in 
the  cold.  The  greatest  danger  in  our 


policy  of  restricted  export  and  import 
trade,  and  our  licensing  program,  lies  in 
the  fact  that  when  the  dependency  of 
these  nations  on  American  products  has 
once  been  eliminated  by  forcing  them  to 
obtain  these  same  products  in  other  mar¬ 
kets,  we  may  emerge  out  of  this  situation 
without  any  customers  in  eastern  Europe, 
and  possibly  in  China  and  Asia. 

I  wish  to  bi'ing  this  situation  forcibly 
to  the  attention  of  the  House.  Do  you 
know  that  so  far  this  year  our  exports 
to  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  eastern 
European  countries  are  running  at  what 
will  be  an  annual  rate  of  only  $70,000,000? 
Stop  and  think  what  effect  this  policy 
will  have  on  our  domestic  economy.  This 
export  trade  represents  the  smallest  frac¬ 
tional  part  of  the  business  that  could 
be  obtained  if  our  foreign  trade  were 
placed  on  a  sound  economic  basis.  This 
is  a  policy  of  deliberate  bankruptcy  for 
our  business. 

Who  is  it  that  has  the  right  to  sell  out 
our  world  trade  and  commerce  to  Eng¬ 
land,  Germany,  and  Japan? 

I  find  that  machine  tools,  precision 
equipment,  trucks,  excavators,  electrical 
equipment,  locomotives,  and  oil-drilling 
equipment  still  are  on  the  frozen  or  for¬ 
bidden  list  of  exports  to  eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  countries.  These  are  the  mate¬ 
rials  that  eastern  Europe  needs  most. 
Continuing  the  American  embargo  may 
be  a  deterrent  to  more  rapid  recovery  for 
these  countries,  but  certainly  it  can  be 
no  block  to  their  recovery.  They  will 
obtain  these  materials  elsewhere.  An 
examination  of  the  recovery  rate  of  these 
European  countries  fails  to  bear  out  the 
hopes  of  the  proponents  of  this  theory. 
Our  policy  of  embargo  and  restricted 
trade  toward  these  countries  is  forcing 
them  to  be  ind<J|tendent  of  us  and  not 
to  rely  on  our  productive  industry,  and 
all  this  augers  ill  for  our  future  trade 
relations  unless  we  revise  our  policy  im¬ 
mediately.  Everyone  who  has  visited 
these  eastern  European  countries  is 
amazed  at  the  rapid  recovery  and  is 
astounded  to  learn  that  they  were  able 
to  accomplish  this  by  their  own  hard 
labor  without  free  Marshall-plan  dol¬ 
lars.  Now,  it  should  be  self-evident  that 
while  these  countries  are  expanding  eco¬ 
nomically  and  at  an  unprecedented  rate 
there  exists  in  these  countries  a  tre¬ 
mendous  potential  market  for  United 
States  products-*-a  market  that  will  pay 
for  our  goods  on  a  business  basis  and 
not  with  taxpayers’  dollars  out  of  the 
United  States  Treasury.  Those  who  are 
bleeding  us  with  Marshall-plan  dollars 
will  say,  “Oh,  you  can’t  approve  of  the 
particular  forms  of  governments  that 
exist  at  the  moment,”  and,  at  the  same 
time,  these  Marshall-plan  panhandlers 
are  grabbing  the  eastern  European  busi¬ 
ness  for  themselves. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 
In  our  committee  we  have  held  extensive 
hearings  bearing  on  our  Nation’s  trade 
and  commerce.  I  cannot  sit  idly  by  and 
not  utter  words  of  protest  against  a 
trade  policy  that  will  be  disastrous  to 
our  Nation  for  years  to  come.  In  my  in¬ 
vestigation  I  find  that  the  eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  have  embarked  on  an 
ambitious  program  of  industrialization. 


They  have  launched  a  program  for  the 
expansion  of  their  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  which  were  so  limited  before  the  war. 
Our  plants  could  be  busy  for  years  pro¬ 
ducing  the  equipment  that  is  necessary 
to  meet  the  demands  in  the  field  of  trans¬ 
portation  alone.  So  also  the  program 
of  electrification  in  these  countries  cre¬ 
ates  an  insatiable  market  for  our  elec¬ 
trical  products  for  many  years  to  come. 
Their  efforts  to  increase  farm  needs  cre¬ 
ates  a  huge  market  for  farm  equipment, 
and  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  it  is  in  these 
fields  specifically  that  we  are  recording 
great  drops  in  production  and  great  in¬ 
creases  in  unemployment.  It  should  be 
obvious  to  all  of  us  that  when  we  slam 
the  dooi^  shut  upon  one  section  of  the 
world  which  is  such  a  fertile  field  for 
world  trade,  it  can  only  lead  to  depression 
and  unemployment  at  home. 

Michael  L.  Hoffman,  who  is  reporting 
and  covering  the  meeting  of  the  UN  Eco¬ 
nomic  Mission  for  Europe  which  is  in 
session  in  Geneva,  Switzerland,  on  May 
11,  wrote  that  even  though  the  eastern 
European  nations  have  charged  that  the 
Marshall  plan  has  usurped  many  of  the 
prerogatives  of  the  ECE,  that  despite  all 
this,  they  are  eager  to  trade  with  us  and 
western  Europe.  That  these  nations  de¬ 
sire  such  trade  has  been  shown  repeated¬ 
ly.  Only  recently  we  rebuffed  efforts  of 
Czechoslovakia  to  buy  materials  we  have 
piled  up  in  surplus. 

That  these  eastern  European  nations 
will  meet  their  obligations  and  that  their 
credit  and  guaranties  are  good  has  been 
amply  demonstrated.  As  for  example, 
when  the  World  Bank  delegation  went  to 
Poland  to  investigate  the  situation  they 
made  an  enthusiastic  report,  calling  Po¬ 
land  an  excellent  risk  and  recommending 
the  loan. 

It  is  apparent,  and  there  can  be  no 
doubt  about  it,  that  economically  those 
nations  are  in  a  sound  position  to  do 
business.  The  barriers  placed  against 
them  are  purely  political.  I  should  say 
they  are  shrewdly  political  and  slanted 
in  such  a  way  as  to  deprive  us  of  these 
markets. 

In  addition  to  the  World  Bank  we  also 
have  the  United  States  Export-Import 
Bank,  which  should  be  used  and  exer¬ 
cised  to  the  fullest  extent.  To  promote 
world  peace,  mutual  understanding  and 
cooperation,  and  to  lessen  the  tensions 
that  could  lead  to  conflict,  and  to  fulfill 
our  obligations  that  we  undertook  when 
we  signed  the  United  Nations  Charter, 
I  believe  that  we  should  stop  our  present 
discriminatory  trade  policy. 

I  see  no  need  for  the  further  outpour¬ 
ing  of  billions  of  dollars  under  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  and  these  other  foreign-aid 
panhandling  projects.  It  is  time  that  all 
of  the  nations  of  the  world  get  down  to 
business  on  a  business  basis.  I  shall  not 
vote  to  bleed  the  American  taxpayer  fur¬ 
ther.  I  shall  vote  to  repeal  all  of  the 
special  excise  taxes  that  I  have  herein¬ 
before  mentioned.  I  shall  vote  to  rebuild 
our  own  internal  economy  and  give  all 
possible  assistance  to  our  States  and 
cities,  to  our  institutions,  and  to  our  citi¬ 
zens.  That  is  what  the  United  States 
Treasury  is  for.  It  is  not  a  grab  bag  for 
all  of  the  people  of  the  world,  and  if  there 
is  any  doubt  in  the  mind  of  any  Con- 
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gressman,  just  go  home  and  ask  your 
people,  and  I  am  afraid  that  there  will 
be  much  explaining  to  do  when  the  1950 
tax  bill  rolls  around  in  the  election  year. 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  that  our  pres¬ 
ent  trade  policy  in  relation  to  the  east¬ 
ern  European  nations  is  not  a  sound 
policy — first,  it  fails  to  coincide  with  the 
best  interests  of  our  Nation;  secondly,  it 
has  not  halted  the  rapid  recovery  of  the 
states  in  eastern  Europe — and  neither 
are  the  trade  restrictions  helping  the  re¬ 
covery  of  western  Europe. 

The  embargo  and  the  restrictions  on 
export  licensing  clearly  do  not  work. 
On  the  contrary,  the  embargoes  have 
forced  the  eastern  nations  to  seek  other 
sources  for  their  wants,  and  I  repeat  that 
this  policy  will  hurt  our  world  trade  for 
years  to  come.  The  pouring  out  of  bil¬ 
lions  of  American  taxpayers’  dollars  into 
western  Europe  and  Asia  has  only  had 
the  effect  of  splitting  and  hampering 
world  trade  and  world  economy.  At  a 
period  when  our  capacity  to  produce  far 
exceeds  our  needs,  and  in  a  period  when 
cur  production  continues  to  drop  and 
unemployment  is  increasing,  and  when 
at  the  same  time  we  have  an  enormous 
potential  market  that  is  available  to  us,  I 
feel  that  we  are  following  a  stupid  and 
foolish  policy.  The  nations  of  eastern 
Europe  have  the  credit  and  security. 
They  want  trade  with  us  and  have  made 
every  effort  to  buy  American  products. 
They  have  established  themselves  as  re¬ 
sponsible  in  their  trade  relations  with 
the  rest  of  the  world.  Establishment 
of  world  trade  relations  will  imme¬ 
diately  rebound  to  the  benefit  of  Ameri¬ 
can  business  and  American  labor.  And 
at  the  same  time  it  will  be  the  greatest 
contributing  force  to  the  easing  of  ten¬ 
sions  and  to  the  restoration  of  under¬ 
standing  and  peace. 

Again  I  say,  it  is  imperative  that  the 
tax  burden  be  reduced  by  at  least  seven  or 
eight  billion  dollars;  that  these  tax  reduc¬ 
tions  can  be  made  on  the  free  foreign-aid 
programs  and  the  military  authorizations. 

I  am  opposed  to  this  Marshall-plan  ap¬ 
propriation  because  I  insist  that  we  revert 
to  the  program  laid  down  by  President 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  for  the  postwar 
period,  that  is,  that  all  of  the  nations 
of  the  world,  including  the  nations  of 
western  Europe,  do  business  through  the 
World  Bank  and  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  subscribe  to  the  policy  of  the 
International  Trade  Organization  multi¬ 
lateral  trade  agreements.  We  cannot 
afford  to  dish  out  any  more  taxpayers’ 
dollars  for  nothing,  and  we  must  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  business  of  the  world  on  a 
multilateral  basis. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to.  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  White!. 

(Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  deeply  indebted  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  for  this  time.  I  thought 
I  was  to  be  given  time  on  our  side,  but  I 
told  them  frankly  I  was  going  to  oppose 
the  bill. 

The  title  of  this  bill  reads: 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


The  thing  that  occurs  to  me  about  the 
“other  purposes”  is  that  it  is  an  appro¬ 
priation  to  service  the  national  debts  of 
the  European  countries.  I  have  gone 
into  that  phase  of  the  subject  a  little  and 
I  am  surprised  to  find  that  very  few  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  Congress  have  gone  into  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  very  ingenious,  artful 
scheme  to  take  money  from  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers  to  finance  the  servicing 
charges  on  the  national  debts  of  these 
foreign  countries. 

I  have  checked  a  little  bit  into  Holland 
and  Belgium  as  to  their  national  debts. 
I  found  that  Holland  has  three  classes 
of  bonds.  They  have  bonds  payable  in 
dollars,  that  are  sold  in  America.  They 
have  bonds  payable  in  pounds,  that  are 
sold  in  England.  I  got  the  list  of  their 
indebtedness  on  the  American  and  Brit¬ 
ish  bonds,  but  was  not  able  to  get  the 
amount  and  the  condition  of  the  bonds 
sold  domestically  in  Holland,  which  are 
paid  in  francs  or  in  guilders. 

In  this  appropriation  of  $5,500,000,000 
we  do  not  donate  anything  to  the 
people  themselves  in  the  Marshall  plan 
countries,  we  simply  donate  the  money 
to  the  governments,  and  the  govern¬ 
ments  make  the  people  bring  in  their 
cash  and  lay  it  on  the  line  to  get  the  ma¬ 
terial  from  America.  If  the  hungry  peo¬ 
ple  of  Holland  or  the  hungry  people  of 
Belgium  want  bread,  they  ask  for  wheat, 
and  our  Government  takes  our  money 
and  goes  out  and  buys  the  wheat,  and 
keeps  the  farmers  and  the  wheat  growers 
here  happy  by  buying  the  wheat  and  do¬ 
nating  it  to  Holland.  Holland  requires 
the  people  that  want  the  bread  to  bring 
in  their  money  and  lay  it  on  the  line,  and 
it  goes  into  the  Treasury  of  their  gov¬ 
ernment.  Naturally,  when  the  bond  in¬ 
terest  falls  due,  and  the  bonds  them¬ 
selves,  these  governments  take  the  money 
they  collected  from  their  people  and  serv¬ 
ice  and  pay  the  principal  of  the  national 
debt. 

Over  in  the  caucus  room  I  asked  Mr. 
Hoffman,  the  Administrator,  this  ques¬ 
tion.  I  said,  “Mr.  Hoffman,  the  chief 
objective  of  this  ECA  is  to  stabilize  the 
national  economy  of  these  so-called 
Marshall-plan  countries.”  He  said, 
“Certainly.”  I  said,  “The  most  essential 
thing  and  the  most  important  thing  to 
do  to  stabilize  the  economy  of  a  country 
is  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  its  national 
credit.”  He  said,  “Yes,  sir.”  I  said, 
“Now,  I  would  like  to  know  how  much 
of  the  taxpayers’  money  that  is  disbursed 
by  ECA  is  going  to  pay  the  service  charge 
and  the  principal  of  the  national  debts 
of  these  Marshall-plan  countries.”  Just 
then  the  gentleman  in  charge  of  the 
meeting  jumped  up  and  said,  “Time  is 
up.  Mr.  Hoffman  has  not  time  to  answer. 
You  can  ask  him  privately  but  you  must 
not  ask  him  that  question  publicly.” 

I  wonder  how  many  of  the  men  who 
represent  the  western  mining  States  and 
the  mining  industry  know  that  in  this 
bill  that  I  hold  in  my  hand  that  we  have 
under  consideration  5  percent  of  the 
appropriation  is  set  aside  to  purchase 
strategic  materials.  I  wonder  how  many 
of  the  men  from  the  Western  States  and 
the  other  mining  States  all  over  the 
United  States  know  that  that  5  percent 
in  this  bill  will  be  $190,000,000  that  will 
be  set  aside  not  only  to  purchase  lead, 


zinc,  and  copper,  but  to  finance  mining 
development  in  the  foreign  countries. 
We  cannot  spend  a  cent  of  this  money  in 
Mexico,  we  cannot  spent  a  cent  of  this 
money  in  Central  America  or  South 
America  or  Canada — well,  we  can  spend 
it  in  Canada,  because  that  is  one  of  the 
Marshall-plan  countries,  as  part  of  the 
British  Empire.  But  this  money  is  going 
into  these  European  countries  to  break 
down  the  price  of  our  mineral  resources 
here,  the  lead,  copper,  and  zinc  produced 
in  this  country.  The  price  of  these  com¬ 
modities  is  falling  every  day,  and  the 
stocks  of  our  industrial  companies  are 
falling  every  day,  and  the  income  taxes 
taht  we  are  receiving  from  all  of  these 
industries  are  falling.  I  wonder  where 
we  are  heading. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  WolvertonL 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  bill  now  before  us  to  provide  funds 
for  the  continuation  of  the  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  in  Europe,  through  the  ECA,  has 
my  full  support.  The  work  already  done 
and  the  results  accomplished  have  been 
most  gratifying. 

The  able  administration  of  the  ECA 
program  by  Paul  Hoffman,  its  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  been  of  a  character  that  shows 
what  can  be  accomplished  by  utilizing 
the  services  of  a  man  trained  in  business 
and  with  ample  experience.  While  at  all 
times  he  has  shown  a  sympathetic  inter¬ 
est  in  the  welfare  of  European  nations  he 
has  not  permitted  mere  sentiment  to 
override  or  set  at  naught  the  sound  busi¬ 
ness  principles  that  must  be  applied  if 
the  recovery  program  is  to  obtain  sound, 
permanent,  and  worth-while  results. 
His  administration  has  been  commenda¬ 
ble  and  deserves  high  praise.  He  is  en¬ 
titled  to  all  the  support  and  encourage¬ 
ment  that  the  Congress  can  give. 

The  funds  we  have  already  expended 
in  the  nations  of  western  Europe  have 
done  much  to  provide  stability  to  the 
governments  receiving  such  aid,  creating 
confidence  in  the  peoples  of  those 
nations  that  with  the  help  we  give  they 
can  reestablish  their  national  economy 
and  eventually  regain  the  power  to  sup¬ 
port  themselves  and  improve  their 
standard  of  living.  The  accomplishment 
of  these  objectives  will  stem  the  tide  of 
communism  that  threatened  to  engylf 
them.  Already  we  can  see  the  benefits 
that  have  accrued  from  the  wise  invest¬ 
ment  of  our  funds  in  their  welfare. 
Past  accomplishments  give  encourage¬ 
ment  for  future  possibilities. 

Frequently  objection  has  been  made 
to  our  contributions  for  recovery  in  Eu¬ 
rope  on  the  basis  that  we  have  worth¬ 
while  causes  in  our  own  country  that  call 
for  relief.  It  is  true  there  are  many 
such  causes  that  are  rightfully  entitled 
to  relief.  However,  giving  of  aid  to  Eu¬ 
rope  does  not  and  should  not  preclude 
relief  to  them.  Furthermore,  we  must 
not  overlook  the  fact  that  basically  we 
are  extending  aid  to  Europe  to  establish 
economic  conditions  that  will  strengthen 
and  stabilize  the  democratic  governments 
of  western  Europe,  and  thereby  prevent 
the  spread  of  communism  and  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  a  third  world  war. 

We  naturally  look  forward  to  the  day 
when  these  nations  of  Europe  will  no 
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longer  need  our  aid.  The  sooner  that 
day  arrives  the  better  it  will  be  for  them 
as  well  as  ourselves.  We  cannot,  nor 
should  we  be  expected  to,  continue  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  relief  indefinitely.  The  purpose 
has  been  to  give  Europe  merely  a  breath¬ 
ing  spell  during  which  it  could  rehabili¬ 
tate  and  strengthen  its  tottering  and 
unsteady  national  structures.  This  is 
being  rapidly  accomplished  and  gives 
promise  of  an  ultimate  and  complete  re¬ 
covery.  It  is  time,  however,  we  began 
to  tell  the  nations  now  receiving  relief 
from  us  that  ECA  is  not  a  permanent 
institution.  They  must  realize  that  the 
time  is  coming  when  they  must  depend 
less  upon  us  and  more  upon  themselves 
and  the  investment  of  private  capital. 

My  support  of  this  bill  is  based  upon 
the  thought  that  our  future  security  and 
the  peace  of  the  world  is  made  more  cer¬ 
tain  and  sure  by  strengthening  the  dem¬ 
ocratic  nations  of  Europe. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  now  called  on  to  put  another  $5,542,- 
000,000  into  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram.  We  ought  to  stop  and  see  what 
we  have  done  or  accomplished  by  the 
previous  billions  we  sunk  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  There  are  some  facts  that  seem 
unanswerable: 

First,  we  have  not  settled  the  Greek 
revolution,  but  have  merely  prolonged  it. 
People  fired  with  the  spirit  of  freedom 
do  not  give  up  easily. 

Second,  we  have  by  the  aid  we  have 
given  the  Dutch,  used  our  power  against 
the  Indonesian  people  struggling  for  free¬ 
dom  from  Dutch  economic  slavery.  We 
have  alined  ourselves  against  the  plain 
people  of  these  islands  whose  love  of 
liberty  is  comparable  to  our  own  during 
the  days  of  the  American  Revolution. 

Our  aid  to  China  of  $2,000,000,000  has 
had  the  effect  of  equipping  one  of  the 
finest  and  best-equipped  armies  in  the 
Far  East,  for  all  of  our  aid  has  gone  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  Communists  of  China. 
While  seeking  to  stop  communism  in  that 
country,  we  have  made  it  a  smashing  suc¬ 
cess. 

Our  aid  to  England  has  got  no  where, 
because  that  country  is  still  unable  to 
take  care  of  itself.  That  country  has  too 
many  ex-kings,  kings,  princes,  and  royal 
nabobs  to  ever  get  out  of  debt  and  be 
economically  self-sustaining.  Without 
the  aid  of  Churchill  in  finagling  this 
country  into  war,  England  would  have 
been  bankrupt  and  out  of  business  as  a 
nation.  I  always  thought,  from  reading 
history,  that  we  won  the  Revolution 
against  England,  but  I  guess  the  histo¬ 
rians  were  wrong.  England  seems  to  be 
able  yet  to  direct  our  affairs. 

If  Congress  understood  the  funda¬ 
mentals  and  actually  wanted  to  stop  the 
spread  of  communism  in  Europe,  it 
would  be  a  comparatively  easy  matter  to 
take  such  action  as  will  not  directly  aid 
in  the  spread  of  that  ism.  Behind  all 
the  unrest  in  these  countries  is  the  de¬ 
termination  of  the  people  everywhere 
to  acquire  that  which  will  enable  them 
to  live — namely,  land.  As  long  as  the 
people  in  any  country  are  hungry  for 
land,  and  the  present  governments  per¬ 


mit  the  maintenance  of  large  estates 
used  for  pleasure,  game  preserves,  and 
royal  palaces,  this  unrest  will  go  on.  Any 
form  of  government  which  promises  them 
land,  no  matter  how  autocratic  it  may 
be,  will  have  the  support  of  the  common 
masses  of  people.  You  can  see  that  in 
China  at  this  hour.  Bells  are  ringing, 
flags  waving,  as  the  people  formerly  un¬ 
der  the  Chiang  government  welcome  the 
advancing  well-equipped  and  well-man¬ 
aged  army  of  the  Communists.  They  are 
hailed  as  liberators.  Liberators  from 
what?  Liberators  of  people  from  a  cor¬ 
rupt  government  that  has  at  all  times 
ignored  the  suffering  of  the  people  of 
China. 

I  said  once  before  on  the  floor  of  this 
House,  and  now  repeat  it,  that  I  will  vote 
against  any  appropriation  for  any  foreign 
country  until  we  take  care  of  the  people 
who  are  in  distress  in  this  country.  We 
have  many  thousands  of  aged  people  here 
who  are  living  on  assistance  that  is  not 
only  pitiful,  but  a  crime  against  the 
traditions  of  th  “United  States.  All  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  Government  want  raises  in 
pay.  There  is  a  bill  now  before  Con¬ 
gress  to  increase  the  salaries  of  top  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees  from  ten  to  fifteen 
thousand  dollars  annually,  yet  we  have 
done  nothing  for  the  aged,  the  crippled, 
and  the  blind.  Pensions  to  soldiers  have 
been  denied,  but  yesterday  an  attempt 
was  made  to  boost  the  pay  of  retired 
Army  officers,  where  the  lower  officers 
received  a  token  and  the  top  hats  were  to 
get  it  all.  It  did  not  work. 

To  decrease  this  appropriation  for  ECA 
by  15  percent  is  a  gesture  in  the  right 
direction.  I  will  vote  for  it  and  if  we 
amend  it  and  reduce  the  amount  by  15 
percent,  we  will  save  $832,000,000,  or 
almost  twice  what  it  will  cost  to  allow 
the  aged  people  of  the  United  States 
double  what  they  are  getting  now.  We 
should  save  all  of  this  five  billion  five 
hundred  and  forty-two  million,  and  after 
the  bill  is  amended  to  cut  it  down  15  per¬ 
cent,  I  will  still  vote  to  reject  the  whole 
thing.  Lhope  I  have  made  my  position 
clear. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired;  all  time  has 
expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  following  sums 
are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely 
Title  I 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

Economic  cooperation 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47), 
for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949, 
through  June  30,  1949,  Including  expenses  of 
attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the 
purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $6,000) ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehi¬ 
cles;  maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of 
aircraft;  payment  of  damage  claims  pursuant 
to  law  (28  U.  S.  O.  2672) ;  health  service  pro¬ 
gram  as  authorized  by  law  (6  U.  S.  C.  150); 
rents  In  the  District  of  Columbia;  transpor¬ 
tation  of  privately  owned  automobiles;  en¬ 
tertainment  (not  to  exceed  $6,000) ;  exchange 
of  funds  without  regard  to  section  8651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,- 
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074,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000 
shall  be  available  for  expenditures  of  a  con¬ 
fidential  character  (other  than  entertain¬ 
ment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall 
make  a  certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such 
expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  advisable 
not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified:  Provided,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $4,400,000  in  the  aggregate  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  from  this  appropriation  and  the  appro¬ 
priation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid 
Appropriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative 
expenses  during  the  period  April  3,  1949, 
through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
by  the  act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47), 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  in¬ 
cluding  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000);  purchase 
(not  to  exceed  two)-  and  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles;  maintenance  and  operation 
and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage 
claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672); 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.  S.  C.  150) ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia;  transportation  of  privately  owned 
automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
$25,000) ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard 
to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and 
loss  by  exchange;  $3,568,470,000,  of  which  not 
to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for 
expenditures  of  a  confidential  character 
(other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which 
he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and 
every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  suf¬ 
ficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall 
be  consolidated  and  merged  with  appropria¬ 
tions  under  this  head  for  prior  periods,  and 
such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used 
during  the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations 
herein  specified:  Provided  further,  That  not 
to  exceed  $16,500,000  for  such  consolidated 
appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment,  which  is  at  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gary:  On  page 
4,  line  7,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert 
a  colon,  and  the  following:  “:  ‘Provided, 
further.  That  the  entire  amount  may  be 
apportioned  for  obligation  or  may  be  obli¬ 
gated  and  expended,  if  the  President  after 
recommendation  by  the  Administrator  deems 
such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  said  act  during  the  period  ending 
May  15,  1950’.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  is  the 
exact  language  contained  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  of  last  year,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  that  the  date  has  been  changed  from 
April  2,  1949,  to  May  15,  1950.  As  I  ex¬ 
plained  in  my  opening  statement,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  merely  to 
provide  that  the  expenditure  of  funds 
which  have  been  appropriated  for  a  15- 
month  period  may  be  accelerated  and 
the  money  spent  in  13*4  months  if  the 
President,  after  recommendation  by  the 
Administrator,  deems  such  action  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
act. 

It  is  not  our  purpose  to  ask  for  any 
increase  in  the  funds  of  ECA  and  if  the 
funds  last  for  15  months,  I  am  certain 
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that  the  Administrator  will  be  delighted 
to  stretch  them  out.  The  purpose  of  the 
amendment  is  merely  to  see  that  the 
Administration  and  this  Government  is 
not  embarrassed  by  an  absolute  lack  of 
funds  at  the  end  of  the  term.  In  this 
connection  I  read  a  letter  which  was 
written  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations.  The  letter  is  as 
follows: 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  May  26,  1949. 

Hon.  Clarence  Cannon, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
House  of  Representatives . 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  You  are,  of  course, 
aware  of  my  deep  interest  in  the  success  of 
the  work  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  success  of  our  program 
for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas. 
I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  maintenance 
of  these  operations  on  An  adequate  basis  is 
not  only  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  our 
international  obligations  and  the  success  of 
our  foreign  policy,  but  also  that  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  program  on  an  adequate  basis 
at  this  time  will,  in  the  long  run,  prove  to 
be  the  most  economical  course  for  the 
United  States. 

The  importance  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  is  so  well  understood 
that  I  am  confident  that  we  can  expect  the 
Congress  to  continue  to  provide  adequate 
funds  for  its  work.  X  would  like  to  stress 
the  importance  of  providing  equally  ade¬ 
quate  funds  for  government  and  relief  in 
occupied  areas. 

The  funds  which  would  be  provided  for 
this  purpose  in  the  appropriation  bill  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  would  be  adequate 
to  continue  the  maintenance  of  the  mini¬ 
mum  ration  per  individual  but,  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes,  would  not  permit  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  program  for  economic  re¬ 
habilitation  in  Japan  and  in  the  Ryukyus. 
The  reduced  funds  would  also  seriously  af¬ 
fect  the  program  for  economic  rehabilitation 
in  Germany  which  is  carried  on  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  work  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration.  Only  by  continuance 
of  this  program  could  we  expect  the  people 
in  those  areas  eventually  to  become  self- 
supporting.  I  feel  that  provision  of  an 
amount  adequate  to  carry  on  the  program 
of  Government  aid  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas  at  the  level  requested  will,  in  the  long 
run,  reduce  the  over-all  cost  of  accomplish¬ 
ing  our  occupation  responsibilities. 

I  earnestly  hope,  therefore,  that  this 
amount  will  be  made  available. 

Sincerely  yours, 

»  Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  intend  to  support  this  legislation 
on  final  passage,  but  I  will  not  support 
any  amendments  which  seek,  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  restore  any  part  of  the  ap¬ 
proximately  $800,000,000  which  my 
amendment  in  the  full  Appropriations 
Committee,  cut  from  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates.  I  think  European  recovery 
money  and  effort  are  necessary,  but  not 
in  the  full  amounts  presented  by  the 
budget. 

If  I  may,  I  should  like,  briefly,  to  sum¬ 
marize  part  of  what  has  been  done.  The 
other  part  I  am  not  advised  on.  I  refer 
to  an  agreement  that  was  made  late  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  by  the  leaders  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  Why  the  agreement 
was  made,  or  what  brought  it  about,  I 
am  not  advised. 


By  way  of  summary,  let  me  state  that 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations 
reduced  the  budget  estimates  for  ECA 
for  fiscal  1950,  which  were  roughly  $4,- 
200,000,000,  by  15  percent.  The  budget 
estimate  carried  $1,074,000,000  to  be  used 
the  last  3  months  of  fiscal  1949.  My 
amendment  in  the  full  committee  did 
not  reduce  that  item.  In  other  words, 
the  15-percent  cut  did  not  apply  to  it. 

The  item  for  military  government  and 
relief  in  occupied  countries  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950  carried  a  budget  estimate  for 
$1,000,000,000.  The  full  committee  re¬ 
duced  that  item  by  15  percent  also. 

The  original  subcommittee  bill  car¬ 
ried  a  limitation  of  about  5  percent  on 
the  use  of  the  $1,000,000,000  funds  for 
government  and  relief  in  the  occupied 
countries,  for  the  purpose  of  adminis¬ 
tration.  By  amendment,  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  reduced  the  5-percent  limitation 
to  3j/2  percent.  I  understand  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  heretofore 
referred  to,  that  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  I  Mr.  Gary]  will 
offer  an  amendment  to  restore  the  full 
5  percent. 

The  amendment  that  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  has  already  offered,  does 
not  seek  to  restore  the  15-percent  cut 
for  ECA  funds,  but  gives  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  the  right  to  spend  all  the  funds, 
not  in  15  months,  but  13  x/i  months.  I 
also  understand  that  the  Administrator 
agrees  to  try  to  make  the  $5,000,000,000 
last  through  the  entire  period  of  15 
months.  If  the  funds  do  not  last  the 
entire  15  months,  he  has  a  right  to  come 
back  to  Congress  and  seek  to  recover  the 
15  percent  that  the  full  committee  has 
cut  from  his  funds.  I  am  afraid  that 
the  Administrator  will  be  back  on  time, 
looking  for  the  15-percent  cut.  How¬ 
ever,  I  hope  he  does  not.  And  I  believe 
that  by  the  use  of  good  business  judg¬ 
ment,  of  which  he  has  an  abundance, 
and  by  the  practice  of  a  little  economy 
that  is  so  badly  needed  in  our  fiscal  af¬ 
fairs  now,  he  will  be  able  to  save  the 
American  taxpayers  the  $700,000,000  that 
was  cut  from  this  item. 

I  understand  that  another  amendment 
will  be  offered  dealing  with  the  military 
government  item  on  page  4  of  the  bill 
that  will  seek  to  restore  $75,000,000  of 
the  $150,000,000  that  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  cut.  And,  in  addition  to  that,  will 
seek  to  restore  the  full  5-percent  limita¬ 
tion  placed  upon  the  administrative  use 
of  these  funds. 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  humble 
judgment,  I  know  of  no  greater  waste  in 
our  entire  Government  than  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  our  military  government 
in  occupied  countries.  True,  this  type  of 
government  is  about  to  be  shifted  to  a 
civilian  government,  but  the  same  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  occupied  countries  will  do 
the  administering.  They  draw  good  sal¬ 
aries.  On  top  of  the  good  pay,  they  get 
the  foreign-service  pay,  which  is  20  per¬ 
cent  extra,  and  other  perquisites. 

We  have  a  precedent  to  go  by  in  the 
matter  of  administering  foreign  rehabili¬ 
tation  and  relief  in  the  way  of  limitation 
of  administrative  funds,  and  that  Is  in 
the  Philippine  Islands.  There  we  are 
spending  $400,000,000  for  this  type  of 
work.  The  Appropriations  Committee 


has  put  a  limitation  of  slightly  less  than 
3  percent  for  administrative  purposes, 
and  the  Philippine  Commission  is  doing 
a  good  job.  Surely  5  percent  is  too  great 
a  sum  of  money,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  hundreds  of  military  peo¬ 
ple  will  be  used  in  the  administration  of 
these  funds,  whose  pay  will  not  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  these  funds,  but  from  the 
military  appropriations. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  under  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  the  subcommittee  will  offer, 
and  which  the  House  will  pass — for  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  way  has  been  well 
paved  in  the  form  of  an  agreement  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle — you  will  have  a 
savings  that  you  can  put  your  fingers  on 
of  only  $80,000,000,  as  a  result  of  the  15 
percent  cut.  Instead,  it  should  have 
been  approximately  $800,000,000.  But 
we  are  given  the  fond  hope  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  $700,000,000  will  be  saved.  Let 
us  hope  that  the  $700,000,000  can  be 
saved,  because  the  taxpayers  need  a  little 
help.  I  am  sure  that  this  cut  will  not 
affect  the  soundness  and  the  efficiency 
of  the  entire  ECA  program.  Bear  in 
mind,  please,  that  we  will  be  called  upon 
in  1951  and  1952  to  make  similar  large 
appropriations  for  the  same  purpose. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  pro¬ 
ceed  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Miclfigan  is  recognized  for  6 
minutes. 

TOO  MUCH  IS  ENOUGH 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Chairman,  Victor 
Reuther,  brother  of  Walter  P.  Reuther, 
president  of  United  Auto  Workers,  CIO, 
was  shot  Tuesday  night,  May  24,  through 
a  window  of  his  home  under  almost  simi¬ 
lar  circumstances  as  the  attack  made 
upon  his  brother  some  time  ago. 

Victor  Reuther  in  life  is  associated 
with  the  educational  department  of  the 
United  Auto  Workers.  This  attempt 
upon  the  lives  of  these  brothers,  devoted 
to  the  great  labor  cause  of  the  country, 
is  so  un-American  and  so  repulsive  to 
our  ideals  and  customs  that  it  cries 
strongly  for  vengeance. 

My  purpose  in  coming  into  the  well  of 
the  House  is  to  bring  forcibly  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Congress  the  necessity  for 
the  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  FBI  in 
this  case;  that  no  stone  may  be  unturned 
in  the  discovery  of  those  who  lend  them¬ 
selves  to  the  perpetration  of  these  das¬ 
tardly  acts  so  repulsive  to  the  American 
way  of  life.  The  whole  country  sym¬ 
pathizes  with  the  Reuther  family,  and 
let  us  hope  that  the  great  right  arm  of 
Uncle  Sam,  the  FBI,  will  uncover  and 
expose  the  culprits  as  an  example  that 
such  deeds  shall  not  go  unpunished. 
Too  much  is  enough. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Tackett:  On 
page  3,  line  16,  after  the  first  semicolon, 
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strike  out  the  words  “entertainment  (not  to 
exceed  $25,000).” 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  no 
doubt  it  has  been  necessary,  for  our  own 
protection,  to  assist  in  the  rebuilding  of 
war-torn  foreign  friendly  democracies. 
While  we  have  carried  the  burden  of 
financing  the  last  two  World  Wars  and 
while  many  of  our  boys  lost  their  lives 
in  these  great  conflicts,  it  was  upon  the 
soils  of  these  foreign  countries  that  the 
battles  were  fought  and  where  the 
women,  children  and  aged  were  slaught¬ 
ered — friendly  democracies  paying  the 
necessary  penalties  to  keep  the  actual 
conflict  confined  to  those  areas  and  save 
much  suffering  from  our  families. 

No  doubt  most  of  us  realize  that  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  II  while  this  country  was 
participating  on  the  side  of  Russia  that 
we  could  be  in  no  better  position  than 
perhaps  on  the  side  of  the  lesser  of  two 
evils,  because  all  of  us  well  knew  that 
both  Germany  and  Russia  were  seeking 
the  same  goal.  Russia  has  since  behaved 
as  per  our  suspicions.  Now,  with  Russia 
emerging  from  World  War  II  the  strong¬ 
est  government  in  Europe,  with  a  con¬ 
tinued  desire  to  impose  her  despicable 
communism  upon  all  the  world,  leaves 
us  in  a  position  whereby  we  must  pre¬ 
pare  her  neighboring  democracies  with 
power  to  forestall  destruction  and  there¬ 
by  preclude  conflict  upon  our  own  soil. 
I  could  stand  for  myself  to  be  denied 
the  necessities  of  life,  but  I  am  quite  sure 
that  I  would  commit  wrongs  to  prohibit 
my  wife  and  children  from  being  with¬ 
out  the  necessities.  These  weak  foreign 
democracies  want  to  remain  a  free  peo¬ 
ple,  but  when  their  wives  and  children 
are  starving,  would  join  communism  or 
any  other  type  of  ism  in  the  hope  of 
finding  food  and  clothing. 

For  these  reasons,  and  these  alone,  I 
can  concur  in  the  principles  of  the 
Marshall  plan  only  to  an  amount  of  as¬ 
sistance  absolutely  necessary  to  bring 
about  the  desired  results.  I  sanction  the 
policies  of  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  only  to  that  extent  necessary  for 
our  own  protection,  taking  foreign-trade 
possibilities  into  consideration. 

As  you  well  know,  I  was  not  a  Member 
of  Congress  when  the  European  spending 
program  was  launched  and  cannot  be 
held  responsible  for  such  action;  how¬ 
ever,  I  do  in  no  wise  criticize  the  policies, 
but  contend  that  the  entire  program  can 
stand  scrutiny,  closer  supervision,  and 
narrowed  coverage  to  insure  the  maxi¬ 
mum  benefit  to  those  entitled,  and  pre¬ 
clude  same  from  reaching  unfriendly 
powers.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  why  we 
should  in  such  a  flagrant  manner  send 
funds  to  Italy  and  other  such  subversive 
nations  where  we  could,  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  precaution,  anticipate  the 
Communists  and  those  unfriendly  to  our 
form  of  government  are  waiting  at  the 
depot  to  receive  our  assistance  with 
which  to  further  their  cause.  We  should 
not  spend  1  penny  in  the  European  re¬ 
covery  program  that  has  a  chance  of 
drifting  Into  the  hands  of  our  enemy. 

Regardless  of  the  importance  of  the 
European  recovery  program,  or  any  other 
such  assistance  to  foreign  people,  we 
should  first  take  care  of  our  own  people 
even  should  we  not  have  left  1  penny 


for  worthy  foreign  aid.  No  person  in 
the  United  States  should  be  denied  the 
comforts  of  every  necessity  whether  dis¬ 
abled  physically,  mentally,  or  by  age. 

During  my  campaign  when  several  of 
my  opponents  were  shouting  criticism  of 
the  entire  European  recovery  program, 
in  every  one  of  my  more  than  200 
speeches  I  uttered  in  substance  the  very 
statements  I  am  making  today  on  the 
floor  of  this  House. 

You  may  be  assured  that  it  has  never 
been  my  intention  to  come  here  and  give 
the  funds  of  our  taxpayers  to  socialistc 
England.  Individual  initiative,  free  en¬ 
terprise,  and  open  competition  have  been 
destroyed  in  England  to  the  extent  that 
were  it  not  for  the  United  States  of 
America,  the  great  spending  program 
being  conducted  in  that  country  would 
end  and  a  lot  of  the  people  would  face 
starvation.  I  cannot  believe  that  we  are 
to  deny  assistance  to  our  own  needy  peo¬ 
ple  in  favor  of  helping  a  socialistic  state 
advocating  the  very  principles  of  com¬ 
munism. 

If  you  gentlemen  will  go  out  into  some 
of  the  rural  communities  within  this 
country,  you  will  find  plenty  of  people 
on  this  American  soil  who  do  not  have 
necessary  food,  clothing,  and  shelter; 
yet,  the  majority  of  this  House  is  freely 
spending  billions  of  dollars  in  the  so¬ 
cialistic  country  of  England  and  at  the 
same  time  pulling  every  known  political 
maneuver  to  deny  worthy  assistance  to 
the  underprivileged,  crippled,  and  aged 
in  our  midst. 

The  amendment  upon  which  I  am  now 
speaking  merely  seeks  to  strike  out  $25,- 
000  of  entertainment  moneys  from  the 
provisions  of  this  bill.  There  are  provi- 
soions  calling  for  many  more  dollars  for 
entertainment  purposes.  Of  course,  the 
amount  that  I  seek  to  strike  is  not  one- 
tenth  of  the  funds  that  can  be  and  will 
be  used  for  entertainment  purposes.  Are 
our  taxpayers  supposed  to  pay  for  the 
entertainment  of  foreign  people  in  the 
efforts  of  this  Government  to  get  those 
foreigners  to  take  American  assistance? 
Do  you  mean  to  say  that  we  have  got  to 
entertain  the  foreign  countries  in  order 
to  get  them  into  the  necessary  good  hu¬ 
mor  to  accept  from  us  more  than  five  and 
one-half  billion  dollars  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill?  I  would  think  that 
the  foreign  donees  would  be  entertaining 
the  American  donors  for  these  fabulous 
gifts  that  mean  so  little  to  the  common 
people  of  Europe. 

Oh,  yes,  I  have  something  to  say  to  a 
few  of  these  good  newspapermen  here 
in  the  gallery  who  can  find  so  little  criti¬ 
cism  for  the  European  recovery  program. 
Every  time  there  is  a  water,  flood-con¬ 
trol,  irrigation,  electric-power,  or  navi¬ 
gation  project  proposed  in  this  Congress 
to  help  the  people  of  this  Nation  those 
same  few  newspapermen  go  about  pick¬ 
ing  out  Members  of  Congress  in  whose 
districts  the  projects  are  to  be  located 
and  infer  that  those  respective  Members 
are  crooks  for  wanting  the  public  proj¬ 
ects  that  could  so  benefit  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion.  I  presume  that  such  writers  had 
rather  the  money  would  be  lavishly 
thrown  overseas  than  allowed  to  benefit 
the  American  people.  Such  newspaper 
tactics  are  just  a  mode  of  cheap  politi¬ 
cal  pressure  in  an  effort  to  browbeat  the 


membership  of  this  House.  I  might  say 
further  that  none  other  than  a  person 
with  criminal  inclinations  who  could  not 
be  trusted  any  farther  than  you  could 
throw  a  bull  by  the  tail  would  infer 
crookedness  at  the  hands  of  another 
without  proof  thereof.  Big  business  sells 
a  lot  of  the  commodities  for  ECA  pur¬ 
poses.  I  am  wondering  if  such  news¬ 
papers  are  attempting  to  help  big  busi¬ 
ness  sell  ECA  commodities. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  two 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  The  other  day  I  was 
listening  to  a  radio  broadcast  from  Sicily. 
The  commentator  was  standing  on  tne 
sidewalk  asking  the  various  passers-by 
what  they  thought  about  the  Marshall 
plan.  Only  2  out  of  40  questioned 
knew  what  he  was  talking  tabout.  These 
two  were  man  and  wife.  The  husband 
said  that  he  was  a  Communist;  for 
Russia ;  and  could  do  without  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Marshall  plan  assistance.  The  wife 
said  that  she  was  for  the  Marshall  plan ; 
appreciated  the  American  assistance; 
and  wanted  to  thank  the  good  people 
of  the  United  States.  The  husband 
countered  that  his  wife  was  all  wrong — 
that  even  though  they  were  receiving 
assistance  from  America  that  the  Rus¬ 
sians  would  eventually  have  to  take  care 
of  them;  and  that  the  Russian  form  of 
government  was  more  dependable. 

The  common  people  of  Europe  do  not 
know  one  single,  solitary  thing  about  the 
Marshall  plan  and  they  care  nothing 
about  it.  They  have  no  reason  to  know 
from  whence  the  assistance  Is  coming; 
actually  v,ery  little  direct  assistance  is 
made  to  the  people  through  ECA.  We 
sluff  off  the  money  to  the  European  gov¬ 
ernments  in  power  and  they  either  sell 
the  property  to  the  people  or  take  direct 
credit  for  any  hand-outs.  We  are  just 
being  a  bunch  of  suckers,  and  we  all 
know  it. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment  close  in  2  minutes,  the 
2  minutes  to  be  reserved  to  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  states  very  frankly  that  he  is 
opposed  to  the  ECA.  He  has  found  out 
that  he  cannot  defeat  the  program  on 
the  floor  of  this  House  because  Congress 
is  committed  to  it.  So  he  tries  to  accom¬ 
plish  by  indirection  what  he  knows  can¬ 
not  be  accomplished  directly.  Certainly, 
there  is  no  businessman  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  or  anywhere  else  who  does 
not  know  that  in  negotiations  of  the 
kind  that  the  ECA  must  conduct  there 
are  times  when  people  must  get  together 
at  lunches,  dinners,  and  other  functions. 
We  are-spending  in  Europe  approximate¬ 
ly  $5,000,000,000  a  year.  In  this  bill  there 
is  $25,000  for  entertainment  for  the  en¬ 
tire  ECA  program.  I  do  not  believe  that 
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anybody  on  the  floor  of  the  House  will 
think  that  is  an  exorbitant  expenditure. 

I  ask  for  a  vote,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Tackett]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey 

For  an  additional  amount  for  "Assistance 
to  Greece  and  Turkey,”  as  authorized  by  the 
act  of  May  22,  1947  (61  Stat.  103),  as  amend¬ 
ed  and  supplemented,  to  be  available  imme¬ 
diately,  $50,000,000,  which,  together  with 
the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under 
this  head,  shall  remain  available  until  June 
30,  1950;  and  the  existing  limitation  under 
this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation 
Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses,  shall  continue  in  ef¬ 
fect;  and  the  existing  limitation  under  said 
head  on  the  amount  available  for  such  ex¬ 
penses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  in¬ 
creased  from  “$400,000”  to  "$425,000”;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  said  limitations  shall  apply  only 
to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State. 

National  Military  Establishment 
DEPARTMENT  OP  THE  ARMY - CIVIL  FUNCTIONS 

Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for, 
necessary  to  meet  the  responsibilities  and  ob¬ 
ligations  of  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere  and, 
subject  to  such  authorizations  and  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition, 
personal  allowances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per 
day),  travel  expenses  (not  to  exceed  those 
authorized  for  like  United  States  military  or 
civilian  personnel),  and  fees  incident  to  in¬ 
struction  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere 
of  such  persons  as  may  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services 
as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  act  of 
August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  at  rates  not 
in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.  S.  C.  150);  payment  of  claims  pursuant 
to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672);  translation  rights, 
photographic  work,  educational  exhibits,  and 
dissemination  of  information,  including  pre¬ 
view  and  review  expenses  incident  thereto; 
expenses  incident  to  the  operation  of  schools 
for  American  children;  printing  and  binding; 
purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehi¬ 
cles  an  daircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of 
buildings,  utilities,  facilities,  and  appurte¬ 
nances;  contingencies  for  the  United  States 
commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  admin¬ 
istrators  of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in 
their  respective  discretions  (not  exceeding 
amounts  authorized  or  approved  by  the  head 
of  the  department  or  agency  concerned); 
such  minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  popu¬ 
lations  of  such  areas  as  may  be  essential  to 
prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest,  preju¬ 
dicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accom¬ 
plished;  and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and 
equipment  as  may  be  essential  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  appropriation;  $850,000,- 
000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $29,750,000  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses : 
Provided,  That  the  general  provisions  of  the 
appropriation  act  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  for 
the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made 
by  that  Department  from  this  appropriation: 
Provided  further,  That  expenditures  from 
this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  when  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  355,  1136,  3648,  and  3734,  Revised  Stat¬ 
utes,  as  amended,  civil-service  or  classifica¬ 
tion  laws  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting 
payment  of  any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the 


United  States:  Provided  further,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  pur¬ 
poses,  without  regard  to  section  3709,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  and  the  Armed  Services 
Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  413, 
80th  Cong.)  :  Provided  further,  That  expendi¬ 
tures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occu¬ 
pied  areas  in  such  manner  as  to  be  consistent 
with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  here¬ 
under  and  unexpended  at  the  time  of  the 
termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are 
made  available,  may  be  expended  by  the 
President  for  the  procurement  of  such  com¬ 
modities  and  technical  services,  and  com¬ 
modities  procured  from  funds  herein  or  here¬ 
tofore  appropriated  for  government  and  re¬ 
lief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered  to 
such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termi¬ 
nation  of  occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the 
President,  as  may  be  necessary  to  assist  in  the 
maintenance  of  the  political  and  economic 
stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further.  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available, 
an  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  between 
the  United  States  and  the  recognized  gov¬ 
ernment  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
area  containing  such  undertakings  by  such 
government  or  authority  as  the  President 
may  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order  to 
assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided 
further,  That  such  agreement  shall,,  when 
applicable,  include  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  corresponding  to  the  requirements 
and  undertakings  specified  in  sections  5,  6, 
and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  389,  approved  December  17,  1947): 
Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  indi¬ 
vidual  rendered  under  this  appropriation 
as  an  expert,  consultant,  adviser,  or  tech¬ 
nician  shall  not  be  consedered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within 
the  provisions  of  section  281  or  283  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  of  section  190,  Revised 
Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of  section  19  (e) 
of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or  of 
any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions, 
requirements,  or  penalties  in  relation  to  the 
employment  of  persons,  the  performance  of 
service,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  pro¬ 
ceeding,  or  matter  involving  the  United 
States:  Provided  further,  That  funds  appro¬ 
priated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as 
practicable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head 
of  the  department  or  agency  concerned,  to 
pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from 
United  States  ports,  including  territories, 
ports,  to  ports  in  Japan  and  the  Ryukyus 
for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary 
nonprofit  relief  agencies  registered  with  and 
recommended  by  the  Advisory  Committee  on 
Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such 
countries:  Provided  further,  That  under  the 
rules  and  regulations  to  be  prescribed,  the 
head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned  shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per 
pound  for  the  ocean  transportation  of  all 
relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general  classi¬ 
fication  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or 
the  Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  ship¬ 
ment  and  higher  rates  charged  by  particular 
agencies  of  transportation,  but  this  proviso 
shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  in¬ 
dividuals  to  individuals:  Provided  further, 
That  the  President  may  transfer  to  any 
other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 
functions  provided  for  under  this  appro¬ 
priation,  and  there  shall  be  transferred  to 
any  such  department  or  agency  such  unob¬ 
ligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and, 
without  reimbursement  and  without  regard 
to  the  appropriation  from  which  procured, 
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such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  pri¬ 
marily  to  any  function  or. functions  so  trans¬ 
ferred;  and  any  funds  so  transferred  may 
be  expended  either  under  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  herein  or  under  the  authority  gov¬ 
erning  the  activities  of  the  department  or 
agency  concerned. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gary:  On  page 
6.  line  16,  strike  out  "$850,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$925,000,000”;  and  in 
the  same  line  strike  out  “$29,750,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$45,000,000.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  merely  restores  $75,000,000, 
or  one-half  the  amount  the  committee 
cut  from  GAltlOA,  which  is  Government 
and  Relief  In  Occupied  Areas,  meaning 
Germany,  Japan,  and  the  Ryukyus,  and 
EROA,  which  is  the  ecomonic  rehabilita¬ 
tion  program  in  the  occupied  areas  of 
Japan  and  the  Ryukyus. 

They  spent  last  year  in  this  fund 
$1,300,000,000.  The  budget  this  year 
requested  $1,000,000,000.  The  subcom¬ 
mittee  recommended  $950,000,000.  It 
cut  off  $50,000, Oi  3.  The  full  committee 
cut  off  $150,00(  ,000.  This  amendment 
restores  $75,000,000,  making  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  this  item  $925,000,000.  In 
addition,  there  was  a  reduction  in  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses,  which  is  not  an 
additional  appropriation  but  which 
comes  out  of  the  $925,000,000. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  The  original  estimate 
was  $50,000,000  for  expenses. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  original  estimate  for 
expenses  was  $50,000,000.  This  amend¬ 
ment  would  cut  it  to  $45,000,000. 

As  I  stated  in  my  opening  statement, 
the  question  of  ECA  is  one  of  choice  for 
this  country.  GARIOA  is  a  legal  obli¬ 
gation.  This  is  an  obligation  we  have 
assumed,  one  that  we  must  meet,  and  I 
feel  that  this  is  the  smallest  amount  with 
which  it  can  be  met  during  the  next  year. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment,  the  gentleman  is  increasing 
the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses  from  $29,750,000  to  $45,000,000? 

Mr.  GARY.  Increasing  the  amount 
recommended  by  the  committee.  The 
amount  requested  in  the  Budget  was  $50,- 
000,000.  The  subcommittee  recommend¬ 
ed  that  it  be  reduced  to  $45,200,000.  We 
are  going  now  to  $45,000,000  even.  We 
are  cutting  $200,000  below  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mi-.  RICH.  We  do  not  care  anything 
about  what  somebody  else  did,  we  are  in¬ 
terested  in  what  we  are  doing  to  this  bill. 

The  gentleman  is  increasing  it  $15,- 
250,000,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RICH.  That  is  for  the  expenses 
of  administration? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  a  while  ago  was  talking  about 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


7053 


spending  a  lot  of  this  money  and  the 
px-opaganda  that  was  going  on. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  I  am  sure  will  be  delighted 
to  know  that  we  are  changing  that  ad¬ 
ministration  from  a  military  administra¬ 
tion  to  a  civilian  administration.  Gen¬ 
eral  Clay  is  to  be  succeeded  as  governor  in 
Germany  by  Mr.  McCloy,  who  is  to  be  the 
high  commissioner.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  does  not  want 
to  endanger  tbe  success  of  this  new  civil¬ 
ian  administration.  Let  us  go  on  with 
this  now  and  then  maybe  we  can  cut  it 
next  jear. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  trouble  is  that 
whether  it  is  civilian  or  whether  it  is 
military  it  costs  too  much  money. 

Mr.  GARY'.  Do  not  let  us  embarrass 
them.  Do  not  let  us  take  any  chances. 

Mr.  RICH.  Then  let  us  leave  it  at  $29,- 

000,000. 

Mr.  GARY.  That  would  embarrass 
them  tremendously. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Is  it  not  significant  that 
we  provide  $16,500,000  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  $3,500,000,000  under  ECA,  but 
$45,000,000,  or  three  times  as  much,  for 
the  administration  of  less  than  a  billion 
under  GARIOA? 

Mr.  GARY.  This  takes  care  of  the 
administration  not  only  of  GARIOA,  but 
of  the  entire  United  States  administra¬ 
tion  in  Germany,  Japan,  and  the 
Ryukyus. 

Mr.  JUDD.  My  point  is  this.  Part  of 
the  reason  why  Paul  Hoffman  and  the 
ECA  administration  can  handle  four 
times  as  much  for  a  third  as  much  ad¬ 
ministrative  expense  is  because  of  the 
counterpart  funds,  is  it  not,  which  some¬ 
body  was  criticizing  a  little  while  ago? 
Local  expenses  of  administration  in  Eng¬ 
land  and  France  can  be  handled  in  their 
own  currency,  whereas  in  the  GARIOA 
countries,  we  have  to  furnish  dollars  for 
such  expenses. 

Mr.  GARY.  In  addition,  in  the  other 
countries,  we  are  trying  to  get  them  to 
promote  their  own  recovery  programs 
and  they  are  paying  a  part  of  the  ex¬ 
penses,  whereas  in  Germany  we  are  in 
command  and  we  have  to  administer  the 
whole  program. 

Mr.  JUDD.  You  understand,  I  am  sure, 
that  I  do  not  object  to  the  higher  figure 
for  GARIOA.  I  think  it  is  necessary.  I 
merely  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  wisdom 
cf  the  counterpart  funds  system  which 
enables  ECA  to  administer  its  enormous 
program,  for  an  exceeding  small  per¬ 
centage,  less  than  one-half  of  1  percent 
as  against  about  5  percent  for  GARIOA. 

-  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  this 
amendment  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 


Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  now  we 
are  going  to  have  15  minutes  to  raise  this 
$15,250,000 — that  is  $1,000,000  a  minute. 
If  there  is  anybody  who  is  going  a- 
whooping,  we  are,  but  we  do  not  know 
where  we  are  going.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas.  I  want  to  tell 
you  that  if  there  is  anybody  I  want  to 
help,  if  there  are  any  people  I  would  like 
to  try  to  accommodate,  it  is  anyone  who 
is  starving.  I  would  go  the  limit  on 
that,  but  this  is  not  a  starving  bill — 
only  for  the  Americans.  The  Americans 
are  the  only  ones  who  are  going  to  starve 
on  this  legislation,  because  we  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  raise  that  million  dol¬ 
lars  a  minute  that  we  are  spending  here 
as  we  talk  about  it.  The  trouble  With  us 
is  every  time  we  do  anything  it  costs  us 
about  10  times  more  than  it  ought  to  cost 
to  administer  it.  The  trouble  with  this 
legislation  is  that  we  are  bringing  a  lot 
of  people  here  in  this  country  from  these 
foreign  countries  to  tell  us  just  how  good 
we  are  for  giving  them  this  money. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  said 
awhile  ago,  if  you  knew  about  what  the 
money  was  spent  for,  that  we  are  giving 
to  these  fellows,  to  get  us  to  believe  that 
we  are  doing  a  good  thing,  we  just  would 
not  do  it.  That  is  the  sad  part  about 
this  legislation.  For  the  last  5  or  6  years 
we  have  been  trying  to  keep,  as  he  said, 
a  socialistic  government  going  in  Great 
Britain.  I  would  not  give  a  nickel  to 
keep  a  Socialist  government  going  in 
America.  I  am  against  it  in  every  way. 
Yet  you  will  spend  a  billion  dollars  to 
keep  Britain  going  and  let  Great  Britain 
reduce  her  taxes  over  there  so  that  you 
can  tax  our  people  more  money  to  help 
the  British  Socialist  Government  re¬ 
main  in  power.  I  think  it  is  a  travesty 
on  American  intelligence  that  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  should  vote  for  anything 
like  that.  Brother  from  Arkansas, 
stand  up.  Let  us  stand  up  here  and 
fight  until  the  cows  come  home  and  try 
to  stop  this  thing.  It  is  about  time  that 
we  tried  to  get  more  Members  here  to 
fight  this  kind  of  legislation.  I  know  you 
have  to  have  good  administration,  .but 
our  administration  here  in  America  is 
just  costing  the  taxpayers  of  America 
too  much.  You  have  got  too  much  red 
tape.  You  have  too  much  organization. 
You  have  too  many  people  on  the  pay 
roll.  You  have  too  many  people  who 
want  jobs.  You  have  too  many  com¬ 
missions  that  you  want  to  send  over  to 
Europe  and  other  parts  of  the  world  to 
review  foreign  affairs  and  the  things  that 
are  going  on  in  those  countries.  You  are 
asking  too  many  of  those  people  to  come 
over  here  and  run  around  to  tell  the 
Americans  what  good  fellows  we  are  for 
being  such  saps  to  give  them  so  much 
money.  It  is  about  time  we  stopped. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
feel  that  it  is  more  important  to  spend 
millions  of  dollars  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  for  an  historical  site  in  Philadel¬ 
phia,  for  which  the  gentleman  from 


Pennsylvania  recently  voted,  or  to  spend 
some  money  to  stem  the  tide  of  commu¬ 
nism  in  Europe? 

Mr.  RICH.  Oh,  my  soul.  You  are  so 
far  behind  the  times  that  you  ought  to 
wake  up.  Your  forefathers  were  the 
fellows  who  gave  you  your  independence. 
Your  forefathers  were  the  ones  who 
wrote  this  Constitution.  They  are  the 
ones  who  gave  us  this  free  government 
and  you  are  only  trying  to  wreck  it.  You 
ought  to  be  ashamed  of  yourself. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  I  will  not  quarrel  with 
or  answer  my  friend.  He  is  really  a  fine 
gentleman.  It  is  too  bad  he  cannot 
answer  my  question. 

Mr/  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
fully  realize  that  this  proposition  is  all 
cut  and  dried.  Everybody  is  ready  to 
vote,  and  what  I  say  is  not  going  to 
change  anybody’s  mind,  but  I  am  im¬ 
pelled  to  join  my  friend  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  on  this  issue,  much  as  I  disagreed 
with  him  the  other  day,  and  oppose  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
attention  should  be  called  to  the  fact 
that  AGOA  is  not  merely  a  relief  pro¬ 
gram  but  it  is  a  governmental  adminis¬ 
trative  program  which  embraces  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  a  government  of  occu¬ 
pation,  and  that  necessarily  calls  for 
much  greater  administration  than  a  re¬ 
lief  program  which  is  worked  out  with 
the  country  involved.  There  is  also  in¬ 
volved  here  an  educational  program, 
and  administration  of  the  educational 
program  has  to  come  out  of  this  fund. 
So  there  are  sound  reasons  for  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  of  AGOA  greatly  ex¬ 
ceeding  on  a  percentage  basis  those  of 
ECA  itself.  This  particular  item  deals 
with  government  and  relief  in  occupied 
countries. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  One  thing  I  wish 
to  get  straightened  out  in  my  own  mind 
is  the  amount  recommended  in  this  mili¬ 
tary  government  item :  Is  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  going  to  stand  by  the 
committee  recommendation  or  by  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  TABER.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mended  $850,000,000  in  one  place,  and 
$29,750,000  in  another  on  this  particular 
item.  That,  of  course,  was  the  action  of 
the  committee.  The  amendment  has 
been  offered  here.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
this  particular  set-up  with  the  obligation 
that  is  on  this  country  to  take  care  of 
relief  in  occupied  territory  is  an  entirely 
different  subject  than  the  ECA.  and  we 
have  got  to  meet  our  responsibility  there. 
The  figure  for  relief  in  Germany  has  been 
cut  already  below  the  authorization  of 
the  $80,000,000  since  the  authorization 
bill  was  passed  in  conection  with  the 
ECA  appropriation. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  May  I  ask  this 
question:  Does  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  recommend  on  page  6,  line  16, 
$850,000,000  or  $925,000,000? 

Mr.  TABER.  The  committee  voted  to 
recommend  $850,000,000;  and  they  fur¬ 
ther  voted  to  recommend  $29,750,000  for 
the  other  figure. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  So  far  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  knows,  is  the 
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committee  standing  by  this  $850,000,000 
or  does  the  committee  now  stand  for  the 
$975,000,000? 

Mr.  TABER.  The  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  in  charge  of  the  bill  has 
offered  this  amendment.  It  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  compromise;  and,  frankly,  I 
shall  not  oppose  it. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  remarks.  I  feel  this  is  an 
awfully  loose  manner  in  which  to  handle 
the  funds  provided  by  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country;  and  here  is  one  of  the  basic 
reasons  why  I  will  not  support  this  bill. 
I  expect  to  vote  against  the  bill,  because 
I  think  this  whole  program  is  in  a  run¬ 
away  frame  of  mind;  I  do  not  thiijk  the 
Congress  has  ever  had  control  of  this 
program;  I  do  not  think  it  has  ever  been 
administered  in  a  reasonable,  efficient 
manner;  and  I  think  we  are  disrespectful 
of  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  in 
so  loosely  handing  out  funds  for  these  in¬ 
ternational  projects. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Tackett], 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
not  made  a  habit  of  using  much  of  the 
time  of  this  House  in  debate  on  bills, 
and  my  record  to  date  will  certainly  not 
label  me  as  a  reactionary.  But,  gentle¬ 
men,  I  can  not  understand  how  this  com¬ 
mittee  can  have  the  guts,  gall,  and  audac¬ 
ity  to  ask  for  an  additional  $15,000,000 
to  administer  the  giving  away  of  funds 
in  Japan  and  Germany.  The  bill  calls 
for  $30,000,000,  and  you  are  asking  this 
House  for  a  total  of  $45,000,000  to  super¬ 
vise  the  spending  of  billions  of  dollars 
for  direct  relief  to  the  people  of  these 
defeated  countries,  who  waged  war 
against  us.  Of  course,  the  Civil  War  is 
over,  and  perhaps  shouldn’t  be  men¬ 
tioned,  but  it  is  hard  for  me  to  ignore 
the  fact  that  you  did  not  give  us  in  the 
South  $45,000,000  to  supervise  the  spend¬ 
ing  of  billions  for  the  people  of  the  South 
at  the  expiration  of  the  Civil  War.  We 
were  conquered  and  treated  as  conquered 
people.  All  you  gave  us  were  carpetbag 
judges  and  allowed  us  to  starve. 

Just  last  night,  as  quoted  in  this 
morning’s  newspaper,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  said  in  a  speech  that 
this  country  had  made  history  by  assist¬ 
ing  defeated  foreign  enemies  taken  over 
by  us,  and  at  the  same  time  allowing  our 
people  to  do  without  the  necessities  of 
life. 

This  compromise  that  has  been  en¬ 
tered  into  by  and  between  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  and  Republican  leadership  is  quite 
amusing.  Let  projects  be  offered  by 
either  administration  for  the  benefit  of 
this  Nation,  and  there  is  never  a  com¬ 
promise,  but  a  bitter  fight  to  the  last 
ditch  in  an  effort  to  preclude  our  people 
from  receiving  helpful  assistance  that 
we  may  send  it  overseas  to  ungrateful, 
socialistic  countries. 

Mr.  GARY.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  TACKETT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
gentleman  thinks  that  Virginia  is  north 
of  the  Mason  and  Dixon’s  line? 


Mr.  TACKETT.  I  know  where  the 
gentleman  is  from.  I  know  all  about 
that,  but  what  I  am  talking  about  is 
how  foolish  the  gentleman  is  acting  to¬ 
day.  One  would  not  know  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  was  from  Virginia  by  the  way 
he  is  willing  to  throw  the  taxpayers’ 
money  around.  I  shall  support  no  part 
of  any  such  legislation. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  am  proud  of  the  fact 
that  I  am  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  strongly  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Gary  to  prevent  the  pro¬ 
posed  disastrous  cut  in  ECA  funds. 

In  offering  this  amendment  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]  will  undo 
some  of  the  damage  done  to  this  great 
program.  However,  no  one  can  deny 
that  we  narrowly  averted  a  great  tragedy 
to  this  useful  program,  that  has  done  so 
much  to  help  protect  the  vital  sectors 
of  Europe  against  the  threat  of  Com¬ 
munist  domination. 

The  deep  cut  in  the  funds  would  have 
impaired  the  hand  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  present  Foreign  Ministers 
Conference,  and  worse  than  that,  would 
have  shaken  the  faith  of  all  those 
Europeans  who  have  begun  to  see  day¬ 
light  in  recovery  as  free  men  under  the 
Marshall  plan. 

We  are  faced  with  a  peculiar  psychol¬ 
ogy  in  this  debate  on  the  bill.  Many  of 
those  who  claimed  that  the  program  last 
year  was  destined  to  fail,  now  oppose  it 
on  the  basis  that  it  has  succeeded  so  well 
that  adequate  funds  are  no  longer 
needed. 

While  it  is  true  that  under  the  able 
management  of  Mr.  Paul  Hoffman,  the 
director,  and  his  staff,  that  remarkable 
progress  has  been  made — while  it  is  true 
that  the  program  is  ahead  of  schedule 
and  showing  remarkable  results — any  cut 
now  in  the  funds  required  would  be  fatal 
to  the  program. 

The  time  to  make  it  succeed  is  in  this 
second  year — the  crucial  year  for  Europe 
and  its  recovery.  Europe  now  has  hope 
and  confidence  in  itself  and  in  its  ability 
to  recover. 

They  have  entered  the  program  and 
cooperated  wholeheartedly  to  make  it 
work  and  now  see  results.  To  pull  the 
rug  out  from  under  the  program  now  by 
drastic  cuts,  would  lose  the  valuable  mo¬ 
mentum  that  has  been  achieved.  It 
would  turn  the  program  from  a  recovery 
program  back  into  a  relief  program — and 
stretch  out  by  several  years  the  length 
of  time  required  to  achieve  the  goal  of 
recovery. 

Thus,  it  could  prove  false  economy  in 
the  extreme.  By  trying  to  save  three 
hundred  or  four  hundred  millions  now 
might  cost  us  billions  or  more  later  on  as 
the  program  failed  to  meet  its  goal  within 
the  4-year  period. 

From  the  end  of  the  war  until  now, 
the  United  States  has  made  available  to 
western  Europe  more  than  $11,900,000,- 
000.  Most  of  that,  before  the  ECA  was 
relief,  a  continuing  grant  without  hope 
of  the  recipients  becoming  self-sustain¬ 
ing.  At  long  last  we  are  on  the  track 
toward  recovery  of  Europe — and  not  just 
relief.  But  to  make  any  such  slash  in 
funds  as  was  proposed  by  the  full  com¬ 


mittee  would  certainly  insure  that  recov¬ 
ery  would  be  long  delayed  and  our  ulti¬ 
mate  expense  greatly  increased. 

This  entire  program,  I  feel,  must  be 
measured  against  the  cost  of  the  war 
which  exceeded  some  $350,000,000,000. 
Likewise  it  must  be  measured  against 
the  continuing  cost  of  our  military  ap¬ 
propriations  which  exceeds  sixteen  bil¬ 
lions  each  year.  If  this  plan  succeeds, 
there  is  strong  hope  that  we  may  get 
out  from  under  this  terrific  armament 
cost  at  an  earlier  time,  for  it  is  strictly  a 
movement  in  the  direction  of  world  peace 
and  world  recovery. 

No  one  who  has  studied  the  hearings 
can  doubt  the  great  care,  the  careful 
screening,  that  goes  into  all  ECA  alloca¬ 
tions.  The  objections  in  debate  raised 
against  the  ECA  missions  is  entirely  un¬ 
founded.  For  it  is  the  complete  under¬ 
standing  of  each  country’s  economy, 
their  import  and  export  positions,  their 
standard  of  living  and  other  vital  detail, 
that  makes  it  possible  to  render  the 
proper  amount  of  recovery  aid  without 
the  dangers  of  waste  or  extravagance. 

This  action  also  has  a  most  beneficial 
effect  on  the  recipient  countries  them¬ 
selves,  in  showing  them  in  clear  and  con¬ 
cise  fashion  their  economic  problems 
and  what  they  can  do  to  increase  their 
production,  to  decrease  their  dollar  de¬ 
mands,  and  to  increase  their  exports  to 
other  countries.  • 

Most  Americans  overlook  the  tremen¬ 
dous  results  that  this  vital  aid  brings. 
The  aid  is  about  3  percent  of  their  pro¬ 
duction,  yet  without  this  3  percent,  much 
of  their  own  97  percent  of  the  production 
would  be  lost.  It  is  our  raw  materials 
that  makes  possible  the  production  that 
brings  recovery.  Thus,  for  a  3-cent  in¬ 
vestment,  we  greatly  magnify  it  to  make 
possible  them  producing  97  cents  for 
themselves.  Measure  the  effect  of  dras¬ 
tic  cuts  upon  the  program  and  see  how 
much  of  this  ratio  of  33  to  1  you  will 
cut  out  of  their  chance  for  recovery. 

Contrary  to  charges  raised  here  in  the 
debate  that  Europe  uses  this  aid  to  raise 
their  living  standards,  figures  show  that 
most  of  the  gains  in  production  are 
plowed  back  into  productive  resources. 
About  thirty  billions  this  year  went  into 
new  capital  formation — for  the  tools  to 
secure  greater  and  better  production 
later  on. 

The  program  will  taper  off  to  end  at 
the  expiration  of  4  years.  This  year 
there  will  be  a  decline  of  17  percent. 
Next  year  further  decreases  can  be  safely 
made  under  the  program.  But  it  must 
be  an  orderly  decrease  and  not  one  which 
will  wreck  the  good  already  achieved. 
To  wreck  it  now  with  meat-ax  methods 
without  regard  to  the  carefully  screened 
needs  would  be  to  destroy  the  phe¬ 
nomenal  success  that  has  already  been 
achieved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  may 
I  demand  a  division,  or  a  separate  vote 
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on  the  change  of  the  figure  of  $850,000,- 
000  and  In  the  change  of  the  figure  of 
$29,750,000? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  demand  for  a  division. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise  a 
point  of  order  that,  the  vote  having  been 
taken,  it  is  too  late  for  the  gentleman 
to  request  a  division  of  the  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  vote  had  not 
been  determined.  We  were  about  to  take 
the  vote.  Does  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating]  request  a  division? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  division  of  the  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  vote  is  ori  the 
first  portion  of  the  amendment  which 
authorizes  an  increase  from  $850,000,000 
to  $925,000,000. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Tackett)  there 
were — ayes  120,  noes  39. 

So  the  first  part  of  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  second  portion  of  the  amendment, 
which  provides  for  an  increase  in  funds 
from  $25,750,000  to  $45,000,000. 

The  second  part  of  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  II - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the 
salary  or  wages  of  any  person  who  engages  In 
a  strike  against  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  of  Government  employees  that, 
asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that 
advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence: 
Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit 
has  not  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member 
of  an  organization  of  Government  employ¬ 
ees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that 
such  person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a 
member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided 
further.  That  any  person  who  engages  in  a 
strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts 
the  right  to  strike  against,  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  or  who  advocates,  or 
who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  ad¬ 
vocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  by  force  or  violeiice  and 
accepts  employment  the  salary  or  wages  for 
which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony 
and,  upon  conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than 
1  year,  or  both:  Provided  further,  That  the 
above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to, 
and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  202.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  "For¬ 
eign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sun¬ 
dry  amendments,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to 
and  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Cooley,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for 
foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
directed  him  to  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  sundry  amendments,  with 
the  recommendation  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  agreed  to  and  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  amendment?  If  not, 
the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  RICH.  Indeed  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Rich  moves  that  the  bill  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous,  question  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  “ayes”  had 
it. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I  de¬ 
mand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BURDICK,  Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  and  Mr.  MARCANTONIO  de¬ 
manded  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  pres¬ 
ent. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 
[After  counting.]  Two  hundred  and 
forty-four  Members  are  present;  a  quo¬ 
rum. 

The  question  is  on  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Marcantonio) 
there  were — ayes  193,  noes  27. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

UTOLWh'  L'fflVIL'  TP’m'flllJ  HEMKUKS' 

Mi^ GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani- 
■moWs  consent  that  all  Members  have  five 
legislative  days  in  which  to  extend  their 
remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Permission  to  address  the  houe 

6  \  J 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  /Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute,  vj  order 
that  %  may  inquire  of  the  majority  leader 

leek. 

The,  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
•the  request  of  the  gentl^ian  from 
Massachusetts? 

Theri  was  no  objection. 

PI^pGRAM  FOR  NED^r  WEEK 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  meet*  tomorrow  'a/d  then  adjourn 
until  Tuesday. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of 
ierstand  tnere  wil 
Dusiness  tomorrow 
Mr.  McaSRMACK. 
business  to 


ssachusetts.  I  un- 
e  no  controversial 

There  will  be  no 


ment  I  expect  to  ask 
ent  that  when  the  House 
row  It  adjourn  to  meet 
:t. 

am  for  next  week,  there 
n  Monday  because  the 
in  session. 

;e  will  take  up  House 
oviding  for  investiga- 
y  the  Committee  on 
nd  Fisheries.  That 


issachusetts.  Will 
what  that  bill 


prn; 

In  just  a 
unanimous  co] 
adjourns  tor 
Dn  Tuesday 

As  to  tha&ro 
will  be  nothing 
House  wip  not 

On  Tnesday 
Resolupon  215, 
tions  £o  be  made 
Merchant  Marine 
willftake  not  more\than  an  hour.  Fol¬ 
lowing  that  will  come  the  bill  H.  R.  834, 
amend  the  Contr^pt  Settlement  Act  of 
f944. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  jm 
the  gentleman  expla| 
joes? 

Mr.  McCORMACK. %  This  bill  came 
:rom  the  Committee  ah  the  Judiciary. 
The  purpose  of  the  bill  Is  to  compensate 
persons  who  without  fault  or  negligence 
suffered  loss  in  attemptirfr  to  supply  cer¬ 
tain  strategic  or  critical  minerals  or 
netals  for  the  war  effort.! 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massac! 
nas  a  unanimous  commits 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I 
Pas  a  unanimous  report. 

I  might  say  that  on  TuesAy,  if  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  a  roll  call  is  to  be \iad  on  ac- 
;ion  on  any  measure,  if  it  ia  agreeable 
with  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[  shall  ask  unanimous  consent  that  such 
roll  call  be  taken  on  WednesdJ 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts ■  That 
s  agreeable  to  me. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  On  Wednesday 
;he  bill  relating  to  veterans’  pensions  will 
pome  up  for  consideration. 

On  Thursday  and  Friday  there  frill  be 
the  bill  H.  R.  4569,  the  displaced-persons 
pill. 

Any  further  program  for  the  remainder 
pf  next  week  will  be  announced  later. 
Conference  reports,  of  course,  may ’.be 
Drought  up  at  any  time,  but  not  on  Tues¬ 
day,  for  on  that  day  nothing  will  be  takfcn 
|jp  of  a  controversial  nature.  I  make  this 
announcement  with  reference  to  Tues¬ 
day  so  that  Members  may  govern  them¬ 
selves  accordingly. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 


isetts.  That 
report? 
iderstand  it 
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ADJOURNMENT  OVER 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  tomorrow  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Tuesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 

Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  business  in 
order  on  Calendar  Wednesday  of  next 
week  be  dispensed  with-.. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 

Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate,  by 
Mr.  McDaniel,  its  enrolling  clerk,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the 
report  of  the  committee  of  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  ' 
on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  3704)  entitled  “An  act  to  pro¬ 
vide  additional  revenue  for  the  District  of 
Columbia.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  coftference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
900)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Charter  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  further  disagrees  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  above-entitled 
bill  and  asks  a  further  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Thomas  of  Oklahoma,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr. 
Anderson,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Young  to 
be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

(Mr.  ELLSWORTH  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

CVA 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Americans  seem  to  have  about  two  ways, 
of  trying  to  accomplish  things  in  a  gov¬ 
ernmental  way.  One  is  embodied  in  the 
well-worn  slogan,  “There  ought  to  be  a 
law.”  The  other  reached  perh^s  its 
highest  point  during  the  depression  when 
the  piling  of  executive  agency  upon 
agency  created  only  slightly '  less  con¬ 
fusion  than  the  agencies  themselves  were 
expected  to  resolve.  f 

It  seems  to  me  that  wq-are  too  prone  to 
do  these  things:  First)  to  expect  the 
mechanics  of  government  to  take  over 
when  our  own  moyfel  accomplishments 
lag  behind  our  responsibilities;  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  to  forget  that  where  Government 
pays  or  subsidies,  it  will  also  control. 

Two  wise  .men  speak  from  the  past 
words  direpfly  applicable  to  the  subject 
under  consideration.  It  was  Jefferson 
who  saju,  “That  government  is  best 
which/governs  least.”  There  is  a  com¬ 
pact/statement  which,  considered  one 
wa y,  throws  the  responsibility  for  good 
government  upon  the  shoulders  of  the 
people,  because,  stated  otherwise,  Jeffer¬ 


son  might  have  said,  “Governmental  con¬ 
trols  should  not  be  instituted  except  un¬ 
der  clear  and  inescapable  necessity.” 

Lincoln  wrote: 

In  all  that  the  people  can  individually 
do  as  well  for  themselves,  government  ought 
not  to  Interfere. 

I  conceive  that  neither  of  these  great 
men  could  have  contemplated  the  im¬ 
position  of  such  a  super  state  as  is  en¬ 
visioned  in  the  Columbia  Basin  Admin¬ 
istration  with  any  high  degree  of  equa¬ 
nimity.  There  were  democrats — with  a 
small  “d”— men  who  still  cherished  and 
strove  to  preserve  the  freedom  and  dig¬ 
nity  of  individual  men,  and  who  knew 
the  full  meaning  of  political  responsibility 
at  the  grass  roots  in  building  a  power¬ 
ful  democratic  force  in  a  great  and  de¬ 
veloping  country. 

Incidentally,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that,  in  the  several  bills  already  intro¬ 
duced  for  the  creation  of  a  CVA,  the  “A” 
is  for  “Administration,”  not  for  “Author¬ 
ity”  as  in  TVA.  This  is  a  delightfully 
naive  sugar  coating  to  conceal  the  bitter 


The  rest  of  the  section  tells  about  ad 
visory  boards  and  councils  who  may  si 
mit  reports  and  opinions,  but  I  am/m- 
able  to  find  any  language  that  requires 
the  directors  of  the  Administration  to  do 
any  more  than  receive  and  register  opin¬ 
ions  of  such  advisory  boards  ai>d  councils. 

Some  read  into  these  Wills  limited 
powers,  but  let  me  quote  section  6  (b) : 

Subject  to  the  policies*irconditions,  and 
limitations  stated  in  thia&ct,  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  authorized  wfd  directed  to  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  projects  (in¬ 
cluding  stand-by  faculties),  and  to  carry  out 
activities,  necessary*  for  the  promotion  of 
navigation  (excen*  for  channel  and  harbor 
improvement  work  in  tidal  waters  tributary 
to  the  Pacific ^cean) ;  for  the  control  and 
prevention  ojf  floods;  for  the  conservation 
and  reclamation  of  lands  and  land  resources; 
for  the  development  and  conservation  of  for¬ 
est,  mineral,  and  fish  and  wildlife  resources; 
for  thar  | generation,  transmission,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  electric  energy;  for  the  execution 
of  gjSfch  other  responsibilities  as  are  vested 
inthe  administration  by  or  pursuant  to  this 
and,  in  connection  with  any  of  the  fore¬ 
going,  for  the  development  and  conservation 
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content  of  the  pill  it  is  now  proposed,  of  recreational  resources  and  for  the  promo 
toxadminister  to  the  free  people  of  the  tion  of  sanitation  and  pollution  control: 


Pacific  Northwest.  They  might  swallow 
the  beautiful  connotations  of  “Adrqjftis- 
trationT’  ah,  yes.  That  brings  visions 
of  efficiency  and  brilliant  executives, 
smooth-running  governmental/fnachin- 
ery,  and  thg  elimination  of/fhose  old 
bogeys  of  Gb^ernment  “waste,  'overlap¬ 
ping,  and  duplication.”  "  “Authority,” 
though,  brings  un  visionq  of  the  rod  that 
chastises,  policy  pawer, “controls,  regula¬ 
tions.  It  is  a  bad^word.  But  careful 
study  of  the  bills  .themselves  discloses 
little  of  the  softening  iihplied  by  the  shift 
in  title.  The  velvet  glo^e  still  covers  a 
hand  of  steel  and  the  authority  resides 
in  the  bills  tb  take  over  And  run  the 
natural  resptirces  of  the  Northwest. 

The  powers  and  responsibilities  of  the 
Administration  as  defined  in  sect\n  2  (a) 
of  S.  1645 — Magnuson  et  al. — sa 
It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  pol 
the  ^nited  States  that  the  relevant  powers 
antf  activities  of  the  Federal  Government 
the  Columbia  Valley  region  shall  be  so  or-* 
ganized,  directed,  and  administered  as  to  V 
assist  to  the  greatest  possible  extent  in 
achieving  the  full  and  unified  conservation, 
development,  and  use  of  the  water,  land, 
forest,  mineral,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  other 
natural  resources  of  the  region,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  fostering  and  protecting  commerce 
'among  the  several  States,  strengthening  the 
national  defense,  developing  the  lands,  and 
preserving  the  property  of  the  United  States, 
and  promoting  the  general  welfare. 

I  find  little  excluded.  It  includes  all 
the  things  on  the  earth  and  beneath  the 
surface  thereof,  the  things  that  swim  in 
the  waters  and  fly  in  the  air,  and  by  in¬ 
ference,  the  things  that  crawl  upon  the 
surface  of  the  earth.  Presumably  these 
latter  might  still  be  permitted  to  cast  a 
ballot. 

Now  in  section  5,  we  find  the  heading 
“State  and  local  participation.”  Sounds 
nice,  but  listen  to  the  language: 

The  Administration  shall  seek  the  advice, 
assistance,  and  participation  of  the  people 
of  the  region  and  their  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  and  organization,  public  and  pri¬ 
vate,  to  the  fullest  practicable  extent,  in  the 
formulation  and  execution  of  programs  de¬ 
signed  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  act. 


Provided,  That  in  the  location,  design,  and 
construction  of  any  dam  or  other  facility,  or 
any  series  of  dams  or  facilities,  the  admin¬ 
istration  shall  endeavor  to  foster,  protect,  and 
facilitate  the  access  of  all  anadromous  fish  to 
and  from  their  spawning  areas  throughout 
the  region. 

That  is  indeed  an  interesting  section. 
While  no  specific  mention  is  made  of 
retail  trade,  one  may  assume  that  if 
it  became  necessary  to  run  grocery  stores 
it  would  be  done  under  the  general-wel¬ 
fare  clause.  Note  carefully  the  “pro¬ 
vided”,  which  is  lip  service  to  the  fish¬ 
ermen  and  completely  without  signifi¬ 
cance.  The  best  authorities  are  agreed 
that  another  high  dam  on  the  Columbia 
means  the  end  of  commercial  salmon 
fishing.  I  am  certain  that  power  and 
irrigation  dams  on  the  Rogue  and  the 
Umpqua  will  ruin  those  incomparable 
streams  for  the  sport  fishing  that  now 
constitutes  one  of  the  most  important 
resources  of  Oregon.  But  note — not  one 
word  that  says  the  people  of  the  Ump¬ 
qua  or  Rogue  or  Columbia  can  do  any 
mqre  than  register  an  opinion.  The  CVA 
is  Constrained  only  to  endeavor  to  fos¬ 
ter,  Whatever  that  means,  and  facilitate 
the  access,  etc.  I  submit  that  these  are 
weasel  iteprds.  CVA  could  and  would  do 
as  it  plea^d  regardless  of  the  fish. 

Section  oVc)  is  a  beauty: 

To  the  extent  found  necessary  or  appro¬ 
priate  in  carrying  out  the  foregoing  subsec¬ 
tion,  or  other  provisions  of  law,  but  subject 
to  the  conditions'1 -and  limitations  herein 
stated,  the  Administration  is  authorized  and 
shall  have  the  power  to  acquire  real  and 
personal  property,  incnading  any  interest 
therein,  by  purchase,  leSse,  condemnation, 
exchange,  transfer,  donatiCp,  or  otherwise, 
and  to  sell,  lease,  exchange  o^otherwise  dis¬ 
pose  thereof,  including  donatidns  incident  to 
experimentation,  demonstrations,  or  other 
-similar  uses  (without  regard  to  Option  3709 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amendecfi;  and  to 
obtain  services  by  contract,  donation^or  oth¬ 
erwise:  Provided,  however.  That  the  Admin¬ 
istration  shall  have  no  power  to  condemnvp.ny 
water  right  except  as  it  may  be  appurtenant 
to  land  acquired  incident  to  the  construction 
of  dams,  reservoirs,  or  other  projects  or  fa¬ 
cilities. 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  27  (legislative  day,  May  23),  1949 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 

6  TITLE  I 

7  FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

8  ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

9  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 

10  out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 

11  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 

12  47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
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June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
$6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,074,- 
000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than 
entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think 
it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the 
aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appropriation  and 
the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during 
the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 
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for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 
this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 
to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ; 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $3,568,470,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  enter¬ 
tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 
advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be 
deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 
merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods, 
and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during 
the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950:  Provided 
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farther,  That  the  entire  amount  may  be  apportioned  for  ob¬ 
ligation  or  may  be  obligated  and  expended,  if  the  President 
after  recommendation  by  the  Administrator  deems  such  action 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  said  Act  during  the 
period  ending  May  15,  1950. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  $50,000,000,  which,  together  with  the 
amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head,  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000”  to  “$425,000” :  Provided,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Department  of  State. 

NATIONAL  •  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 


1  in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 

2  foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  'of 

3  Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 

4  and  limitations  as  may  he  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 

5  department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allo\v- 

6  ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (riot 

7  to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 

8  or  civilian  personnel),  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 

9  the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be 

10  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 

11  travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 

12  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  0. 

13  55a) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 

14  health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  0. 

15  150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  0. 

16  2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 

17  exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 

18  and  review  expenses  incident  thereto ;  expenses  incident  to 

19  the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 

20  and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 

21  and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 

22  facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 

23  States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 

24  of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre- 

25  tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 

H.  E.  4830 - 2 
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the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
$925,000,000,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $45,000,000  shall 
be  available  for  administrative  expenses :  Provided,  That  the 
general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  Depart¬ 
ment  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside 
continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its 
purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi¬ 
cation  laws,  vf  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 
further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further,  That 
expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 
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as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the 
recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
area  containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid 

i  f 4 

Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17, 
1947)  :  Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
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rendered  under  this  appropriation .  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  he  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  of 
section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  F ederal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
and  the  Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
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classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  hy  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  hy  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  President  ma}^ 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 
functions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there 
shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such 
unobligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  he  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
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or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  he  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 
the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and, 
upon  conviction,  shall  he  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 
further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition 
to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing 
law. 


11 


1  Sec.  202.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid 

2  Appropriation  Act,  1950”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  26,  1949. 

RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes, 
viz:  Strike  out  section  202,  on  lines  9  and  10  on  page  11, 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  the  following  new  sections: 

1  Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 

2  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to 

3  operate  those  plants  for  the  production  of  anhydrous  am- 

4  monia  and  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous 

5  compounds  which  are  currently  operated  by  or  under  con- 

6  struction  for  operation  by  the  said  Department,  except  that 

7  upon  notice  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  nitrog- 

8  enous  fertilizer  materials  are  no  longer  in  short  supply  for 

9  domestic  agricultural  use,  the  operation  of  said  plants  may  be 
19  curtailed  in  a  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  such 
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notice.  During  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  make  available  for 
exports  to  nonoccupied  countries  receiving  aid  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation  program  any  additional  quantities  of 
nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds 
(including  anhydrous  ammonia)  it  produces  in  said  plants 
in  excess  of  its  requirements  for  the  occupied  countries,  Ger¬ 
many,  Japan,  and  the  Ryukyus.  The  proceeds  of  such 
sales  to  nonoccupied  areas  shall  be  credited  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  Government  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  to 
the  extent  of  cost  of  production  for  such  sales  and  any  balance 
to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  Nothing  contained 
herein  shall  prohibit  sale  or  lease  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  of  the  plants  referred  to  herein.  The  amendment 
made  by  Public  Law  606,  Eightieth  Congress,  approved 
June  4,  1948,  to  section  1501  (b)  (1)  (E)  of  the  Second 
War  Powers  Act,  1942,  as  amended,  and  section  205  of 
Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  are  repealed  effective 
June  30,  1949. 

Sec.  203.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid 
Appropriations  Act,  1950.” 
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Calendar  No.  656 


81st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

1st  Session  ) 

|  No.  655 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1950 


July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. —  Ordered  to  lie  printed 


*  Mr.  McKellar,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  4830] 


The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to  the 
Senate  with  various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information 


relative  to  the  changes  made. 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House _ $5,  617,  470,  000 

Amount  of  decrease  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  1  43,  746,  000 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  5,  573,  724,  000 

Amount  of  estimates  considered _  6,  322,  544,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate,  under  the  esti¬ 
mates _  748,  820,  000 


1  Although  the  foregoing  states  the  Senate  reduction  in  the  House  bill  is  $43,746,000,  the  amount  of  the 
Senate  reduction  in  reality  is  $403,871,420.  For  ECA  for  fiscal  year  1950,  the  House  appropriated  on  a 
10J4-month  basis.  The  Senate  committee  has  amended  the  bill  to  appropriate  on  a  12-month  basis.  Pro¬ 
jecting  the  House  bill  for  ECA  on  a  12-month  basis  and  comparing  such  amount  with  the  Senate  figure 
for  the  same  period,  reveals  a  Senate  reduction  for  ECA  for  fiscal  year  1950  of  $299,871,420.  To  this  reduc¬ 
tion  must  be  added  reductions  of  $74,000,000  effected  by  the  Senate  committee  in  the  ECA  appropriation 
for  the  last  3  months  of  fiscal  year  1949,  a  $25,000,000  reduction  in  the  funds  for  government  and  relief  in 
the  occupied  areas,  and  $5,000,000  cut  from  the  funds  for  Greece  and  Turkey — a  total  reduction  of  $403,- 
871,420.  (See  table  at  end  of  report.) 

Introduction 

The  committee  has  had  the  momentously  important  question  of  the 
exact  amount  of  foreign  economic  assistance  that  should  be  granted 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  and  for  a  final  portion  of  the  fiscal  year  1949, 
before  it  for  a  period  of  more  than  1%  months.  During  this  time  the 
committee  has  conscientiously  endeavored  to  ascertain  the  true  re¬ 
quirements  of  foreign  nations  who  are  recipients  of  our  financial  assist¬ 
ance.  To  this  end  the  most  extensive  set  of  hearings  possible  were 
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held  and  a  great  amount  of  testimony  was  presented  by  the  agencies 
involved  in  behalf  of  funds  for  European  economic  assistance  and  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas.  Since  the  committee  had 
before  it  for  consideration  more  than  $6,000,000,000  in  appropriations 
requests,  or  one-seventh  of  the  entire  spending  program  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  it  was  felt  that  more  than  ordinary  atten¬ 
tion  should  be  directed  toward  these  appropriations  requests.  Recent 
events  tend  to  indicate  that  a  declining  national  income,  a  deficit  in 
our  1949  Federal  budget,  and  an  expected  larger  deficit  in  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  a  series  of  recent  price  declines,  and  the  obvious  recovery 
of  many  nations  participating  in  the  European  recovery  program, 
make  possible,  and  desirable,  a  lesser  amount  of  appropriations  for 
foreign  purposes. 

It  is  for  this  reason,  therefore,  that  the  committee  feels  constrained 
to  recommend  to  the  Senate  reductions  in  the  appropriations  for  the 
purposes  of  this  bill  aggregating  $748,820,000  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  and  $43,746,000  under  the  amounts  allowed  by  the  House. 

It  is  not  believed  that  the  reductions  made  will  in  any  wise  either 
impede  the  continued  progress  of  these  programs  or  hamper  their 
administration  in  any  appreciable  way.  Careful  allocation  of  these 
funds  by  their  administrators  with  due  regard  for  proper  American 
interests  should  residt  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  goals  of  these 
programs  and,  at  the  same  time,  should  relieve  the  American  taxpayer 
of  an  additional  unnecessary  drain  on  his  resources  in  order  to  assist 
foreign  nations. 

Legislative  Branch 

SENATE 

JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

The  committee  provided  the  sum  of  $344,000  for  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Section 
124,  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
47,  Eighty-first  Congress.  The  committee  heard  the  chairman  of  the 
joint  committee  and  members  of  his  staff.  It  is  the  consensus  of  the 
committee  that  the  work  of  the  joint  committee  has  been  of  inestimable 
value  in  reviewing  and  analyzing  the  functioning  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration.  Therefore,  the  committee  has  provided 
the  funds  necessary  to  implement  the  law  and  feels  that,  in  view  of 
the  vast  operation  involving  a  most  difficult  and  complex  program, 
the  full  time  of  a  committee  staff  is  required  in  studying  and  reporting 
on  the  progress,  the  administration,  and  execution  of  the  programs  of 
United  States  foreign  assistance. 

The  committee  has  also  restored  language  to  the  bill  under  the  ap¬ 
propriation  language  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas 
providing  that  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooper¬ 
ation  shall  have  the  same  powers,  duties,  and  responsibilities  as  it  has 
with  respect  to  ECA  appropriations. 

The  European  Recovery  Program 

The  mere  appropriation  of  funds,  no  matter  how  large  in  amount, 
will  not  assist  Europe  to  full  recovery  unless  the  nations  of  Europe, 
themselves,  are  willing  to  cooperate  economically  to  the  greatest 
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extent  possible,  first,  in  the  elimination  of  all  unnecessary  trade 
barriers  and,  second,  in  the  free  interchange  of  their  currencies  on 
the  basis  of  true  value.  Steps  which  are  taken  in  the  contrary  direction 
will  only  serve  to  increase  Ameirican  liability  for  future  appropriations 
in  greater  amount  and  will  put  recovery  further  out  of  possible  reach. 
European  nations  which  are  recipients  of  our  bounty  should  take 
greater  pains  to  solve  the  twin  problems  of  trade  barriers  and  currency 
exchange. 

It  is  further  obvious  that  the  nations  of  Europe  must  increase  by 
their  own  efforts  the  production  of  goods  for  their  own  use  and  for 
export.  While  production  has  been  on  the  increase,  labor  productivity 
could  be  increased  to  assure  the  success  of  the  program  within  the 
time  limits  established. 

The  committee  is  well  aware  that  the  amounts  recommended  for 
appropriations  to  the  participating  countiies  under  the  European 
recovery  program  are  considerably  below  the  amounts  recently 
authorized  by  the  Congress  for  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  1949  and  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950.  At  the  time  these  authorizations  were  before 
the  Congress  the  proponents  of  the  program  repeatedly  stated  in 
answer  to  attempts  to  reduce  the  authorization  amounts  that  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  would  have  a  later  opportunity  to  examine  the  precise  needs 
of  this  program  and  to  determine  these  needs  in  the  light  of  detailed 
budget  justifications.  As  it  has  always  done,  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations  has  exercised  this  amply  recognized  function  and, 
therefore,  recommends  to  the  Congress  a  lesser  amount  of  appropria¬ 
tions  than  the  authorizations  granted  under  the  substantive  act.  It 
does  so  as  the  result  of  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  budget  justifications 
and  the  testimony  given  by  the  officials  representing  the  program. 

The  Administrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
testified  that  he  would  endeavor,  if  possible,  to  utilize  the  appro¬ 
priations  granted  by  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the  basis  of 
10%  months  so  that  they  would  suffice  for  the  fiscal  year  1950.  Inas¬ 
much  as  the  committee  preferred  to  make  appropriations  for  the 
entire  fiscal  year  and  inasmuch  as  the  committee  has  allowed  a  greater 
sum  for  this  purpose  than  was  allowed  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  it  is  our  judgment  that  the  Administrator’s  desire  to  live  within 
the  appropriation  grants  will  be  enhanced  by  the  committee  action. 

The  appropriation  for  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1949  has  been 
reduced  from  the  request  of  $1,074,000,000  to  $1,000,000,000  since 
the  fiscal  year  has  been  completed  and  ECA  could  not  have  legally 
obligated  the  Federal  Government  for  this  additional  amount  of 
$74,000,000.  Under  the  authorization  act,  which  preceded  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  appropriations  requests,  the  ECA  had  authority 
to  borrow  from  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  up  to 
$1,000,000,000  for  the  last  quarter  of  1949,  to  be  repaid  from  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  final  quarter  of  this  fiscal  year.  The  amount 
allowed  by  the  committee  will  permit  the  repayment  of  this  sum  of 
$1,000,000,000  borrowed  from  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

The  total  of  $3,628,380,000  appropriated  for  the  full  fiscal  year  1950 
is  based  on  the  committee’s  recognition  of  our  own  national  fiscal 
situation,  the  general  price  declines  which  are  still  occurring,  and  the 
judgment  that  this  sum  represents  the  limit  of  American  capacity  to 
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render  foreign  economic  assistance  in  the  current  fiscal  year.  Further¬ 
more,  the  committee  decided  to  grant  an  additional  $150,000,000  in 
the  form  of  loans  to  cooperating  nations  which  will  be  financed  as  a 
public-debt  transaction  and  not  on  an  appropriations  basis.  This  sum 
will  be  available,  however,  as  economic  assistance  to  Europe  during 
the  fiscal  year  1950. 

The  EC  A  had  requested  for  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  1949  the  sum 
of  $125,000  and  for  the  full  fiscal  year  1950  the  sum  of  $500,000  to  be 
utilized  as  a  confidential  fund  and  to  be  taken  from  its  total  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  European  recovery  program.  The  committee  eliminated 
the  request  for  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  1949  since  that  fiscal  period 
has  already  been  completed  and  as  of  April  2,  1949,  of  the  $200,000 
available  in  the  1949  appropriation  act  only  $1,582  had  been  obligated. 
For  fiscal  year  1950  the  committee  allowed  a  similar  sum  of  $200,000, 
reducing  the  request  by  $300,000.  The  ECA  Administrator  testified 
that  such  reductions  would  not  impede  the  operations  of  the  program. 

The  committee  allowed  the  full  request  of  $16,500,000  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  and  took  special  cognizance  of  the  increase  requested 
for  the  Controller’s  offices  abroad.  It  is  felt  that  these  offices  are  a 
most  sensitive  and  vital  aspect  of  the  proper  administration  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  and  the  committee  expects  the 
offices  of  the  Controller  to  be  implemented  as  indicated  in  the  budget 
justification.  For  fiscal  1950,  the  budget  proposal  indicates  additions 
of  47  American  personnel  to  these  offices.  It  is  the  view  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  such  increase  is  entirely  justified  and  should  be  accom¬ 
plished  as  expeditiously  as  feasible. 

The  committee  also  included  in  the  bill  a  provision  that  $50,000,000 
be  granted  upon  credit  terms  from  the  ECA  appropriations  included 
in  this  measure  for  assistance  to  Spain,  thus  bringing  that  nation  into 
the  European  recovery  program. 

In  addition,  the  committee  adopted  a  provision  which  would  prevent 
the  use  by  a  participating  country  of  local  counterpart  funds  when  that 
country  (a)  failed  to  comply  with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
or  (6)  causes  or  permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  to  fail  to  comply 
with  any  such  treaty.  In  adopting  this  restriction  on  the  use  of  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  the  committee  had  in  mind  specifically  the  situation  in 
French  Morocco  where  American  business  interests  arc  being  dis¬ 
criminated  against  in  violation  of  an  existing  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Moroccan  Government. 

PUBLICIZING  AMERICAN  ASSISTANCE  TO  EUROPEAN  NATIONS 

While  the  committee  recognizes  that  ECA  has  expended  nominal 
sums  of  money,  including  local  currency  funds,  for  the  purpose  of 
publicizing  the  assistance  furnished  by  the  American  taxpayer  under 
this  program  to  each  participating  country,  we  consider  this  activity 
so  important  that  an  express  directive  to  that  effect  is  included  in 
this  appropriation  bill,  which  admonishes  the  Administrator  to  utilize 
local  currency  funds  to  the  fullest  extent  possible  to  give  full  and 
continuous  publicity  through  all  available  media,  regarding  the  assist¬ 
ance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and  character,  furnished  pursuant 
to  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948. 

This  amendment  will  make  available  for  publicizing  American 
assistance  1  percent  of  counterpart  funds,  in  addition  to  the  5  percent 
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now  required  pursuant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472,  as 
amended,  for  use  by  the  ECA  for  administration,  purchase  of  strategic 
materials,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Of  the  counterpart  funds  already  deposited,  less  than  two-thirds 
has  been  allocated  for  utilization  by  the  participating  countries.  The 
committee  provision  for  publicizing  American  assistance,  therefore, 
will  not  jeopardize  the  counterpart  funds. 

DISMANTLING  OF  GERMAN  WAR  PLANTS 

The  authorization  bill  for  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion  as  originally  approved  by  the  Congress  provided  for  a  review  of 
plants  to  be  dismantled  for  reparations.  This  law,  as  interpreted, 
made  no  provision  for  a  review  of  the  “Prohibited  and  Limited  In¬ 
dustries.”  The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill  which  will  provide  for  a  review  of  the  list  of 
Limited  and  Prohibitive  Industries  scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or 
removal  from,  Germany: 

Provided,  further,  That  the  list  of  Limited  and  Prohibitive  Industries  scheduled  for 
destruction  in,  or  removal  from,  Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the  Administrator  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall  seek  to  obtain  the  retention  in  Ger¬ 
many  of  such  plants  on  this  list  as  would  best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in  Germany. 

Attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  by  a  recent  order  of  the  military 
government  of  the  three  western  zones,  the  dismantling  of  a  hydro¬ 
genation  plant  at  Gelsenberg  has  been  ordered,  although  this  plant 
was  by  order  of  the  military  authorities  reconstructed  during  the 
winter  of  1948-49  and  although  a  similar  plant  at  Wesseling  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  continue  to  operate.  It  would  appear  that  the  dismantling 
of  this  plant  in  accordance  with  the  recent  order  will  throw  3,000 
persons  out  of  employment  and,  of  course,  will  reduce  production  in 
western  Germany.  It  is  reported  that  the  plant  at  Wesseling  is  being 
operated  on  behalf  of  the  Dutch  Shell  Oil  Co.  while  the  plant  at 
Gelsenberg  is  operated  by  Standard  Oil.  Crude  petroleum  for  both 
plants  is  furnished  through  the  ECA.  Likewise,  it  is  reported  that 
similar  orders  have  been  issued  with  respect  to  a  group  of  six  plants 
employing  the  Fischer-Tropsch  process  of  hydrogenation  of  coal,  an 
indigenous  product.  The  entire  output  of  such  plants  as  are  in  opera¬ 
tion  is  being  consumed  in  the  German  economy.  These  incidents  are 
recited  as  an  indication  of  the  great  need  for  review  of  the  orders 
dismantling  plants  which  produce  for  the  German  economy,  in  view 
of  the  added  expense  to  the  American  taxpayer  of  continuing  such 
programs. 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey 

The  committee  reduced  the  amount  requested  for  assistance  to 
Greece  and  Turkey  from  $50,000,000  to  $45,000,000.  This  appropria¬ 
tion  represents  the  final  phase  of  an  authorized  program  of  $675,000,- 
000,  and  it  was  requested  by  the  President  pending  action  on  a  general 
request  for  military  assistance  now  before  the  Congress.  A  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  were  of  the  view  that  the  sum  allowed 
will  not  impair  our  obligations  under  the  original  Greek-Turkey  auth¬ 
orization  act  and  that  the  sum  would  be  sufficient  in  view  of  general 
price  declines. 
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National  Military  Establishment 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 

With  respect  to  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  of  the  opinion  that  former  enemy  nations  would  not  suffer 
unduly  by  a  restriction  of  funds  to  $900,000,000,  which  is  $25,000,000 
less  than  allowed  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  A  wise  and 
prudent  administration  of  these  funds,  whether  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army  or  the  State  Department,  which  is  expected  to  succeed 
the  Army  in  the  discharge  of  this  function,  should  make  it  possible 
for  the  responsible  administrators  to  govern  and  to  assist  these  occu¬ 
pied  areas  without  difficulty. 

-  Moreover,  the  committee  was  convinced  that  the  Department  of 
the  Army  was  requesting  a  larger  sum  for  administrative  purposes 
than  could  be  reasonably  justified  for  the  handling  of  the  problems 
inherent  in  providing  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas.  In 
consequence,  the  committee  ordered  a  reduction  from  $45,000,000  to 
$40,000,000  for  the  expenses  of  operating  this  program. 

Clearance  of  Foreign  Persons  Entering  the  United  States 

The  committee  particularly  wishes  to  express  its  concern  over  the 
interchange-of-persons  program  involving  the  bringing  of  national 
leaders,  industrial  and  labor  leaders,  and  students  from  participating 
countries  and  from  occupied  areas  to  this  country.  Both  GARIOA 
and  EC  A  are  enjoined  to  exercise  the  greatest  possible  care  to  insure 
that  foreign  nationals  whose  friendship  and  regard  for  this  country 
are  questionable  should  not  be  permitted  to  visit  this  country,  at  our 
expense,  in  any  guise.  It  is  likewise  felt  that  any  amplification  of 
these  programs  for  the  interchange  of  persons  should  be  held  to  the 
minimum  consistent  with  the  positive  value  to  be  obtained  from  such 
expansion  and  the  availability  of  funds  which  may  be  safely  diverted 
from  the  major  purposes  of  both  GARIOA  and  EGA. 

By  way  of  reiteration,  the  committee  fully  expects  the  maximum 
possible  screening  and  clearance  of  all  foreign  nationals  allowed  to 
enter  this  country  under  the  guise  of  national  leadership,  education, 
or  other  reorientation  schemes. 
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Increases  and  Limitations 

The  changes  in  the  amounts  of  the  House  bill  recommended  by  the 
committee  are  as  follows: 

Legislative  Branch 

SENATE 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion _  $344, 000 

The  committee  has  approved  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  providing  for  an  appropriation  of  $344,000  for 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Cooperation. 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  joint  committee  is 
$344,000;  however,  no  funds  were  provided  for  the 
committee  by  the  House  in  the  legislative  branch 
appropriation  bill  for  1950. 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration 

ECAJprogram  for  fiscal  year  1950 _  $59,  910,  000 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  program  for  fiscal  year  1950 
isr $4, 198,200,000.  The  House  approved  an  appropriation 
of  $3,568,470,000,  with  the  provision  that  the  funds  could 
be  expended  in  a  10’4-month  period.  The  committee  has 
deleted  the  provision  with  respect  to  the  10’4-month  pe¬ 
riod,  thereby  placing  the  appropriation  on  a  full  fiscal-year 
basis.  The  committee  has  provided  an  appropriation  for 
the  full  fiscal  year  of  $3,628,380,000,  which  is  an  increase 
in  the  appropriation  in  the  bill  of  $59,910,000.  However, 
as  is  explained  on  page  1  of  this  report,  the  amount  allowed 
by  the  Senate  committee  is  in  reality  a  reduction  under 
the  House  figure  of  $299,871,420  by  reason  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  being  made  for  a  12-month  period.  The  House 
figure  for  a  12-month  period  which  would  be  comparable 
with  the  Senate  committee  figure  is  $4,078,251,420.  The 
difference  between  this  figure  and  the  Senate  committee 
figure  is  $449,871,420,  from  which  is  subtracted  $150,- 
000,000  which  the  committee  has  provided  as  a  public-debt 
transaction,  resulting  in  a  reduction  of  $299,871,420.  The 
$150,000,000  authorized  as  a  public-debt  transaction  will 
be  available  to  the  ECA  in  the  form  of  a  loan  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  this  amount  together 
with  the  appropriation  of  $3,628,380,000  provided  in  the 
bill  will  provide  a  total  amount  available  to  the  ECA  of 
$3,778,380,000,  which  is  10  percent  under  the  budget 
estimate  of  $4,198,200,000. 

Confidential  fund,  period  Apr.  3,  1949,  to  June  30, 

1949: 

The  committee  has  recommended  that  the  following 
language  in  the  bill  be  deleted: 

of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  available  for 
expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than 
entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a 
certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure 
which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and 
every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified  *  *  *. 
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Increases  and  Limitations — Continued 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration — Continued 

Confidential  fund,  fiscal  year  1950: 

The  committee  has  approved  an  amendment  reducing 
the  amount  available  for  a  confidential  fund  for  fiscal  year 
1950  from  $500,000  approved  by  the  House  to  $200,000. 

Agricultural  products,  surplus: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

(1)  the  amount  required  to  finance  the  'procurement 
of  surplus  agricultural  products  ( determined  surplus  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture )  of  the  kinds  and  in  the 
quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  be  available  only  for  such  financing ,  and  (2) 

The  foregoing  amendment  refers  to  the  Economic. 
Cooperation  Administration  budget  justification  submitted 
to  the  Senate.  The  EGA  budget  justification  submitted 
to  the  Senate  includes  the  tables  and  other  material  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  ECA  which  breaks  down  in  detail  the 
expected  purchases  of  agricultural  products. 

Spain,  assistance  to: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  be 
inserted  in  the  bill  which  provided  that  $50,000,000  of  the 
funds  available  to  the  ECA  shall  be  used  only  for  assistance 
to  Spain:  ,  „  ,  , 

That  of  this  appropriation  $50,000,000  shall  be  used 
only  for  assistance  to  Spain,  to  be  extended  upon  credit 
terms  as  provided  in  section  111  (c)  (2)  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  194 9,  as  amended:  Provided  further 

Authority  for  ECA  to  borrow  from  Treasury: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill  which  authorizes  the  ECA  to  borrow 
from  the  Treasury  $150,000,000  for  use  on  credit  terms : 

Provided  further,  That  the  Administrator  is  author¬ 
ized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time  during  the  fiscal 
year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  $150,- 
000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating  funds  during  such 
fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 
for  assistance  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of 
said  Act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  111  (c)  of  said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable, 
be  applicable  to  the  notes  authorized  to  be  issued  in  this 
proviso  and  to  all  functions  of  the  Administrator ,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Export-Import  Bank 
of  Washington  in  extending  the  assistance  provided  for 
herein 

Counterpart  funds  to  publicize  American  assistance: 

The  committee  has  approved  an  amendment  reading  as 
follows  with  respect  to  the  use  of  part  of  the  counterpart 
funds  in  the  furtherance  of  publicity  by  press,  radio,  or  any 
other  means  of  the  use  of  Economic  .Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration  funds:  .  . 

;  Provided  further,  That  the  Administrator  is  authorized 
to  utilize  any  unexpended  portion  of  the  5  per  centum  of 
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Increases  and  Limitations — Continued 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration — Continued 

Counterpart'funds  to  publicize  American  assistance — 
Continued 

each,  special  local  currency  account  established  pursuant 
to  section  115  ( b )  (6)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act 
of  1948  ( allocated  in  title  I,  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth 
Congress),  as  amended  by  section  9  ( b )  of  Public  Law 
47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  and  an  additional  1  per 
centum  of  such  funds  as  shall  accrue  in  each  of  said 
special  local  currency  accounts  after  passage  of  this  Act 
in  the  furtherance  of  publicity  by  press,  radio,  or  any 
other  means  of  the  use  of  Economic  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration  funds 

Limitations  on  aid  to  countries  failing  to  comply  with 
any  treaty  with  United  States: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  amendment 
which  has  been  inserted  in  the  bill: 

:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  local  currencies 
required  by  section  115  (6)  ( 6 )  of  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  to  be  deposited  in  local 
currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  assistance  furnished, 
through  the  use  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  title,  shall  be  made  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  by  any  recipient  country  so  long  as  such 
country  ( 1 )  fails  to  comply  with  any  treaty  with  the 
United  States,  or  ( b )  causes  or  permits  any  area  depend¬ 
ent  upon  it  (as  designated  in  the  Bilateral  Agreements) 
to  fail  to  comply  with  any  such  treaty 

Dismantling  of  German  war  plants: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

Provided  further,  That  the  list  of  Limited  and  Prohibi¬ 
tive  Industries  scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or  removal 
from,  Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the  Administrator  of 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall  seek  to 
obtain  the  retention  in  Germany  of  such  plants  on  this 
list  as  woidd  best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in 
Germany. 

National  Military  Establishment 

Agricultural  products,  surplus: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
to  be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

(2)  the  amount  required  to  finance  the  procurement  of 
surplus  agricidlural  products  ( determined  surplus  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  set  out  in  the  Department  of  the  Army  budget  justi¬ 
fication  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  be  available  only  for 
such  financing,  and  (3) 

The  foregoing  amendment  refers  to  the  Department  of 
the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  budget  justification  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  includes  the  tables  and  other  material 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  which  breaks 
down  in  detail  the  expected  purchases  of  agricultural 
products. 
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Increases  and  Limitations — Continued 

National  Military  Establishment — Continued 

Members  of  armed  forces  employed  for  GARIOA 
operations: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  amendment 
for  inclusion  in  the  bill: 

:  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the  armed  forces  are 
employed  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances  to  which 
they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom 

Employees  of  civilian  agencies  utilizing  Army  facilities 
for  purchase  of  supplies : 

It  was  represented  to  the  committee  that  when  em¬ 
ployees  of  civilian  agencies  of  the  Government  purchase 
supplies  through  Army  facilities  an  additional  charge  of 
10  percent  is  imposed  upon  them.  The  transfer  of  con¬ 
trol  of  the  military  government  in  Germany  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  to  the  Department  of  State  would 
result  in  an  additional  charge  of  10  percent  being  made  on 
the  purchases  of  employees  who  will  be  transferred  from 
the  Army  Department  to  the  State  Department.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  has  approved  the  following  language 
to  be  included  in  the  bill: 

:  Provided  further,  That  when  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1911, 
as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  furnishes  subsistence 
supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian  agencies  of  the  United 
States  Government  serving  in  Germany,  payment  therefor 
by  such  personnel  shall  be  made  without  regard  to  the  10 
per  centum  additional  charge  required  by  said  Act,  but 
payment  for  subsistence  supplies  by  such  personnel  shall 
be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian  personnel  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  serving  in  Germany 

General  Provisions 

Fertilizer  amendment: 

The  committee  has  approved  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
dealing  with  the  fertilizer  situation  which  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO, 

1950 ,  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  oper¬ 
ate  the  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown, 

West  Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West 
Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Texas ,  for  the  production  of  an¬ 
hydrous  ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous 
fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use 
in  the  occupied  countries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Re¬ 
public  of  South  Korea.  From  the  proceeds  of  materials 
sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  an  amount  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any 
balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  repeal  the  provisions  of  section  205  of  Public 
Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  with  respect  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  allocation  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  for 
domestic  use. 


Total  increase 


$60,  254,  000 
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Decreases  and  Limitations 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration 

ECA  program  for  period  Apr.  3,  1949,  to  June  30, 
1949 _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  ECA  program  for  the  last 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949  is  $1,074,000,000.  The 
House  approved  the  full  budget  estimate.  The  commit¬ 
tee  has  approved  an  appropriation  for  this  period  of 
$1,000,000,000  which  is  a  reduction  in  the  House  bill  of 
$74,000,000. 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  fiscal  year  1950  _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  Greece  and  Turkey  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  year  1950  is  $50,000,000  which  is  the 
amount  approved  by  the  House.  The  committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  an  appropriation  for  this  purpose  of  $45,000,000 
which  is  a  reduction  of  $5,000,000  in  the  House  bill. 

National  Military  Establishment 

Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  GARIOA  piogram  for  fiscal 
year  1950  is  $1,000,000,000.  The  House  approved  an 
appropriation  of  $925,000,000  and  the  committee  has 
reduced  this  figure  by  $25,000,000  to  provide  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $900,000,000.  The  committee  has  also  effected 
a  reduction  in  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses  from  $45,000,000  approved  bv  the  House  to 
$40,000,000. 


Total  decrease _ 

Total  increase _ 

Net  decrease _ 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _ 5 
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$74,  000,  000 


5,  000,  000 


25,  000,  000 


104,  000,  000 
60,  254,  000 
43,  746,  000 
573,  724, 000 


COMPARISON  OF  AMOUNTS  IN  BILL  WITH  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1949  AND  ESTIMATES  FOR  1950 
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on  a  projected  12-month  basis. 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  656 

H.  R.  4830 

[Report  No.  655] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  27  (legislative  day,  May  23),  1949 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McKellar,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  aud  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 

6  TITLE  I 

7  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

8  Senate 

9  CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 

10  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation: 

11  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  For- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


9 


eign  Economic  Cooperation ,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  47, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per  diem  and  subsistence 
expenses,  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 
approved  June  9,  1949,  $ 844,000 :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  from  and  including  July  1, 
1949,  for  the  purpose  provided  herein.  All  obligations  in¬ 
curred  during  the  period  between  July  1,  1949,  and  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation  of  such 
appropriation  are  hereby  ratified,  and  confirmed  if  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

ECONOMIC  COOPEBATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
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$6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $F707-4j- 
$1 ,000 ,000 ,000y-e4  which  nut  to  exceed 


shah  ho  available  for  expenditures  of  a 
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dal  character 
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eertiheote  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he 
may  think  it  advisable  not  to  speeifyr  and  every  such  certifi¬ 
cate  shah  he  deemed  a  sufheiei it  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000 
in  the  aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appropriation 
and  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid 
Appropriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during 
the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 
this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 
to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ; 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 


4 


1  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 

2  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 

3  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $3,568,470F000 

4  $ 3,628,380,000 ,  of  which  (1 )  the  amount  required  to  finance 

5  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products  ( deter - 

6  mined  surplus  bg  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds 

7  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooperation 

8  Administration  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 

9  shall  be  available  only  for  such  financing ,  and  (2)  not  to 

10  exceed  $500,000  $200,000  shall  be  available  for  ex- 

11  penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  enter- 

12  tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
10  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 

14  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 

15  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be 

16  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified : 

17  Provided,  That  of  this  appropriation  $ 50,000,000  shall  be 

18  used  only  for  assistance  to  Spain,  to  be  extended  upon 

19  credit  terms  as  provided  in  section  111  (c)  (2)  of  the 

20  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 

21  further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 

22  merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods, 

23  and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during 

24  the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 

25  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
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1  consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis- 

0 

2  trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950 ‘.-Provided 

3  further,  That  the  entire  amount  may  bo  apportioned  for  ob- 

5  after  rccomm enda t ion  by  the  Administrator  deems  such  action 

6  ncccssaiy  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  said  Aet  during  the 

I  period  ending  May  4iy  4-950:  Provided  further,  That  the 
8  Administrator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time 
0  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  'purchase  by  the  Secretary 

of  the  Treasury  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggre- 
gate  $150,000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating  funds  dur- 
1^  ing  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 

12  for  assistance  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said 

II  Act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  111  (c) 

13  of  said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable,  be  applicable  to 
Ifi  the  notes  authorized  to  be  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all 
11  functions  of  the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
18  and  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington  in  extending  the 
10  assistance  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  the 

20  Administrator  is  authorized  to  utilize  any  unexpended  portion 

21  of  the  5  per  centum  of  each  special  local  currency  account 

22  established  pursuant  to  section  115  (b)  (6)  of  the  Economic 

23  Cooperation  Act  of  1948  ( allocated  in  title  1 ,  Public  Law 
21  793,  Eightieth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by  section  9  (b)  of 
23  Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  and  an  additional 
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1  per  centum  of  such  funds  as  shall  accrue  in  each  of  said 

% 

special  local  currency  accounts  after  passage  of  this  Act 
in  the  furtherance  of  publicity  by  press ,  radio,  or  any  other 
means  of  the  use  of  Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
funds:  Provided  further ,  That  none  of  the  local  currencies 
required  by  section  115  (b)  (6)  of  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  to  be  deposited  in  local 
currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  assistance  furnished,  through 
the  use  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  title,  shall  be  made  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
recipient  country  so  long  as  such  country  (1 )  fails  to  comply 
with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States,  or  (b)  causes  or 
permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  (as  designated  in  the 
Bilateral  Agreements)  to  fail  to  comply  with  any  such  treaty: 
Provided,  further,  That  the  list  of  limited  and  prohibitive 
industries  scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or  removed  from, 
Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall  seek  to  obtain 
the  retention  in  Germany  of  such  plants  on  this  list  as  would 
best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in  Germany. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  $o0-,l)00,(X>0  $■ 45,000,000 ,  which,  together 
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with  the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head, 
shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000”  to  “$425,000” :  Provided ,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Department  of  State. 

NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 


Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 


For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 


meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  Stales 


in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 
and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allow¬ 
ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 
or  civilian  personnel),  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
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travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a ) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  0. 
2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 
and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to 
the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 
and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 
facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
$925,000,000  $900,000,000,  of  which  (1 )  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  to  finance  the  'procurement  of  surplus  agricultural 
products  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Depart- 
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merit  of  the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  be  available  only  for  such  financing,  and  (2)  not  to 
exceed  $45, 009, 090  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses:  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the 
armed  forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  this 
appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances  to 
which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom:  Provided 
further,  That  the  general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by 
that  Department  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he  made  out¬ 
side  continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi¬ 
cation  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 
further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further,  That 
expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 
as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco- 
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nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the 
recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
area  containmg  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17, 
1947)  :  Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
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adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  of 
section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by*  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
and  the  Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
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Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  established  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  section  124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers, 
and  responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs  carried  out  by 
appropriations  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas 
as  it  has  with  respect  to  programs  under  said  act :  Provided 
further,  That  the  President  may  transfer  to  any  other 
department  or  agenc}^  any  function  or  functions  provided 
for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  propert}^  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned:  Provided  further, 
That  when  the  Department  of  the  Army,  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C. 
1253 ) ,  furmishes  subsistence  supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian 
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1  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  serving  in  Ger- 

2  many,  payment  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made 

3  without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  additional  charge 

4  required  by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  subsistence  supplies 

5  by  such  personnel  shall  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by 
8  civilian  personnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  serving 
1  in  Germany. 

8  TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 

10  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 

12  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

11  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo- 
15  cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
Id  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
11  or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 

18  ‘affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 

19  person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro- 

20  visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern- 

21  ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza- 

22  tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 

23  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
21  person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or- 
25  ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
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of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 
the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and, 
upon  conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 
further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition 
to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing 
law. 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1050,  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized,  to  operate 
the  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West 
Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West 
Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of 
anhydrous  ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous 
fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use 
in  the  occupied  countries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the 
Republic  of  South  Korea.  From  the  proceeds  of  materials 
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sold  there  shall  he  credited  to  the  appropriation  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  an  amount  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any 
balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury:  Provided , 
however,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  he  construed  to 
repeal  the  provisions  of  section  205  of  Public  Law  70S, 
Eightieth  Congress,  with  respect  to  the  production  and  allo¬ 
cation  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  for  domestic  use. 

Sec.  2442  203.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign 


Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950". 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  26,  1949. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Hist  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McClellan  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  3,  line  12,  after  the  word  “which”,  insert  the 

2  following :  “  ( 1 )  the  amount  required  to  finance  the  procure- 

3  ment  of  surplus  agricultural  products  (determined  surplus 

4  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the 

5  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administra- 

6  tion  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  be 

7  available  only  for  such  financing,  and  (2) 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  lie  proposed  by  Mr.  McClellan  to  the  bill  (II.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  6,  line  7,  after  the  word  “which”,  insert  the 

2  following:  “(1)  the  amount  required  to  finance  the  pro- 

3  curement  of  surplus  agricultural  products  (determined  sur- 

4  plus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in 

5  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Department  of  the  Army  budget 

6  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  be  available  only 

7  for  such  financing,  and  (2)  ”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Bridges  to  the  bill  (H.  K. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  4,  line  5,  after  the  date  “1950”  and  before 

2  the  period,  insert:  Provided  further,  That  the  Admin- 

3  istrator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time  during 

4  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the 

5  Treasury  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 

6  $150-, 000, 000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating  funds  during 

7  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 

8  for  assistance  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said 

9  Act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  111 

10  (c)  of  said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable,  be  applicable 
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1  to  the  notes  authorized  to  he  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to 

2  all  functions  of  the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  the 

3  Treasury,  and  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington  in 

4  extending  the  assistance  provided  for  herein”. 
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“S88  H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McC  arran  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  3,  line  19,  after  the  word  “Provided,"  insert: 

2  “That  of  this  appropriation  $50,000,000  shall  be  used  only 

3  for  assistance  to  Spain,  to  be  extended  upon  credit  terms  as 

4  provided  in  section  111  (c)  (2)  of  the  Economic  Coopera- 

5  tion  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided  further,". 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz:  On  page  10,  after  line  24,  insert: 

1  Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

2  1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  operate 

3  the  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West 

4  Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Hender- 

5  son,  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at 

6  San  Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of  anhydrous  am- 

7  monia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials 

8  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied  coun- 

9  tries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Republic  of  South  Korea. 
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1  From  the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited 

2  to  the  appropriation  for  Government  and  Relief  in  Occupied 

3  Areas  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  production  of 

4  such  materials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts 

5  of  the  Treasury:  Provided,  hoivever,  That  nothing  in  this 
G  section  shall  be  construed  to  repeal  the  provisions  of  sec- 
7  tion  205  of  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  with  re- 
3  spect  to  the  production  and  allocation  of  nitrogenous  ferti- 
3  lizer  materials  for  domestic  use. 
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"issr8  H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  14  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  to  the 
bill  (IT.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
for  the  fiscal  }7ear  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz:  On  page  14,  after  line  15,  insert  the  following: 

1  Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 

2  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  operate  the 

3  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West  Vir- 

4  ginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Henderson, 

5  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at  San 

6  Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of  anhydrous  ammonia 

7  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or 

8  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied  countries 

9  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Republic  of  South  Korea.  From 
10  the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the 
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1  appropriation  for  “Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas” 

2  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such 

3  materials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 

4  Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Con- 

5  gress,  and  any  other  laws  in  conflict  herewith,  are  repealed 

6  effective  June  30,  1949. 
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81st  congress 

1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IX  THE  SEXATE  OF  THE  EXITED  STATES 

July  14  (legislative  day.  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Thomas  of  Oklahoma  to  the 
bill  (H.  E.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  vi z: 

1  On  page  15,  line  4,  after  the  word  “Treasury”  strike 

2  out  all  down  to  and  including  the  word  “use”  in  line  8, 

3  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “Section  205  of 

4  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  and  any  other  laws 

5  in  conflict  herewith,  are  repealed  effective  June  30.  1949’  . 


7-1  AM  9 - E 


o 

d 

o 

d 

>-t 

p 

cd 

& 

Hi 

ct- 

O 

M 

i__i 

0 

(t> 

o 

(JQ 

D 

50* 

r+ 

P 

tf 

r-t- 

(D 

< 

r~f- 

CD 

P 

O] 

Pi 

P 

CD 

p 

"* 

p 

C-( 

Pi 

d 

rt- 

O 

2 

H 

c- 

to 

CD 

M 

•-i' 

CO 

S' 

r-t 

4^ 

CO 

(0 

pi 

P3 

p 

£ 

CD 

P 

T3 

►d 

d 

i-S 

O 

CD 

d 

O 

CO 

CD 

P3 

hS 

c n 

& 

M  • 

* 

P 

C3 

rt- 

QTQ 

M* 

O 

«-( 

P 

&3 

O© 

P 

CL  &■ 

m  CD 

-r  P- 

o 


P 


cr 

© 


P 

P 

© 


05  Hs 

O  o 

-  2 

© 

S  crp’ 

On  P 
J— ’  p 

t— <  • 

P  pG 
o  l-h' 

P-I  o 

1 

o  £, 


tP  hj 

©  o 

o'  ^ 
PL  03 

t— i  © 

P- 

►f* 

GO 
05 

O 


H 

W 

o 

K 


© 

i-s 


p 

.  P  r 
’  fr1  co 
>—•  • 

P  O 
■OS  H, 


> 

S 

PI 

2 

0 

Pi 

2 

H 


m 

m 

X 

X 

• 

00 

00 

O 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  18  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarran  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  ,  after  line  ,  insert : 

1  ASSISTANCE  TO  CHINA 

2  For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  China” 

3  as  authorized  by  tbe  China  Aid  Act  of  1948  (Public  Law 

4  472,  approved  April  3,  1948),  $100,000,000  (of  which 

5  not  to  exceed  $300,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative 

6  expenses) ,  to  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  and  under 

7  the  same  terms  as  authorized  by  section  12  of  Public  Law 

8  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  approved  April  19,  1949. 
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Senate 


ie  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  the  expiration  of  the  recess. 

RevNjames  H.  Elder,  pastor.  First 
Methodis^Jhurch,  Gallatin,  Tenn.,  of¬ 
fered  the  following  prayer: 

Eternal  GolWour  Father,  Thou  hast 
given  to  us  the  Highest  privilege  of  crea¬ 
tion  by  making  tte  the  sons  of  God. 
Cause  us  to  do  the  oH^y  of  sons  that  we 
may  never  lose  our  titl^e  an  inheritance 
so  glorious. 

Thou  knowest.  Father,  forv  often  in 
these  days  of  confusion  andrehaos  we 
tremble  with  fear.  Yet  Thou\nowest 
that  we  tremble  with  fear  only  because 
we  often  drift  too  far  from  the  side  orijje 
Good  Shepherd.  So  draw  us  so  close 
Thyself  that  whatever  happens  to  us" 
personally,  to  the  Nation,  or  to  the  world, 
we  may  move  forward,  fearing  God  and 
nothing  else. 

Through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Lucas,  and  by  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  the  reading  of  the  Jour¬ 
nal  of  ttye  proceedings  of  Thursday,  July 
21,  1949,  was  dispensed  with. 

MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  were  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one 
of  his  secretaries,  and  he  announced  that 
on  July  21,  1949,  the  President  had  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  the  following  acts: 

S.  863.  An  act  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  convey  certain  lands  to  thj 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  and 

S.  1359.  An  act  to  repeal  the  provision#-  of 
the  Alaska  Railroad  Retirement  ActorJune 
29,  1936,  as  amended,  and  sections  jW  to  107 
of  the  Canal  Zone  Code  and  to^ratend  the 
benefits  of  the  Civil  Service  RaRrement  Act 
of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,^  officers  and 
employees  to  whom  such  arovisions  are  ap¬ 
plicable. 

MESSAGE  FR friS  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by/Mr.  Swanson,  one  of  its 
reading  cledR,  notified  the  Senate  that 
Mr.  BATE^of  Massachusetts  had  been 
appoints  a  manager  on  the  part  of  the 
Hous#m  the  conference  on  the  disagree- 
in§/votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
lendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 


(. Legislative  day  of  Thursday,  June  2,  1949 ) 

(H.  R.  5632)  to  reorganize  fiscal  man¬ 
agement  in  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  to  promote  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  for  other  purposes,  vice  Mr. 
Cole  of  New  York,  excused. 

The  message  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  5345)  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  in  which  it  requested  the  concur¬ 
rence -of  the  Senate. 

ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
enrolled  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  298) 
to  provide  for  on-the-spot  audits  by  the  | 
General  Accounting  Office  of  the  fiscar 
’’srecords  of  the  office  of  the  Sergeant  at 
itejns  of  the  House  of  Representative^ 
an&^t  was  signed  by  the  Vice  President. 
CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the#  absence 
of  a  quorumtw 

The  VICE  ^RESIDENT,  r  ’  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the^oll. 

The  roll  was  caned,. ffhd  the  following 


Senators  answered  yt their  names: 

Aiken 

Hill 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hoe? 

.Mundt 

Brewster 

Holland 

Murray 

Bricker 

awumphrey 

Myers 

Butler  J 

r  Hunt 

Neely'. 

Byrd 

Ives 

O'Conor. 

Cain  f 

Jenner 

O’Mahoney 

Capehadr 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Pepper 

Chanlnan 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Reed 

Chrfvez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

formally 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Uordon 

Kem 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Downey 

Langer 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dulles 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Long 

Stennls 

Ecton 

Lucas 

Taft 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Taylor 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Frear 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Utah 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Thye 

George 

McKellar 

Tydings 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Vandenberg 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Green 

Malone 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Martin 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

Mlllikin 

Young 

viser  to  the  delegation  of  the  Unite# 
States  of  America  to  the  Second  Wpfld 
Health  Organization  Assembly,  mating 
at  Rome,  Italy. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore]  is  absent  by  leave  Q^the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
McGrath]  is  absent  on  ptiblic  business. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
announce  that  th# 'Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Baldwin ]  is  absent  by  leave 
of  the  Senate, 

The  Sengfwrs  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges  and  Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

Th/vICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 

ju'pvnt..— .. 


Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellenper]. 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  official 
business,  having  been  appointed  an  ad-: 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  formal  reading  of  the 
bill  be  dispensed  with,  that  it  be  read 
for  amendment,  and  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  first  considered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  make  inquiry  of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  majority  leader?  If 
we  proceed  with  the  consideration  of  the 
foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  is  it  their 
intention  that  the  Senate  vote  on  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  today,  if  we  should 
come  to  the  point  where  the  Senate  is 
ready  to  vote? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  understand  there 
will  be  objection  to  voting  on  some  of  the 
committee  amendments  today. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  if  it  is  the 
intention  to  proceed  with  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  foreign  aid  appropriation 
bill  now?  In  view  of  the  fact  that  there 
are  so  many  controversial  amendments 
to  the  bill,  there  might  possibly  be  an 
inclination  to  take  up  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill  rather  than 
proceed  with  the  foreign  aid  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  I  am  not  suggesting  that  the 
Senate  do  so.  I  wish  to  say  that  in  the 
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event  the  Senate  comes  to  the  point 
where  it  is  ready  to  vote  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendments,  it  is  all  right  with  me 
to  do  so.  There  will  be  plenty  of  speeches 
to  be  made  on  the  ECA  bill  generally,  I 
suppose.  I  ask  the  distinguished  major¬ 
ity  leader  if  he  does  not  agree  with  me 
that  because  of  the  controversial  nature 
of  some  of  the  amendments  they  should 
not  be  voted  on  until  Monday? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stand  a  number  of  addresses  are  to  be 
made  on  the  foreign-aid  ’appropriation 
bill.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  is  now  pre¬ 
pared  to  address  the  Senate.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  will 
probably  spend  some  time  discussing  the 
Hawaiian  situation.  I  may  be  wrong 
about  that,  but  it  is  my  understanding. 
Insofar  as  the  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
concerned,  I  am  not  anxious  to  have  the 
Senate  vote  on  the  amendments  unless 
we  reach  the  point  where  Senators  have 
concluded  the  speeches  they  wish  to  make 
and  are  ready  to  vote  on  the  amendments. 

In  view  of  the  fact  That  Senators  are 
asking  for  Saturday  sessions  and  asking 
for  night  sessions,  I  do  not  see  how  I 
could  tell  the  Senate  that  we  would  not 
vote  on  any  amendment,  if  we  run  out  of 
other  work  in  connection  with  the  bill. 

I  do  not  agree  that  there  is  not  going 
to  be  some  debate  on  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  advisable  to  set  aside  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  and  take  up  the  independent  of¬ 
fices  appropriation  bill,  in  view  of  the 
agreement  entered  into  yesterday.  That 
is  my  present  feeling  about  the  matter. 
I  am  sure  the  pending  bill  will  be  de¬ 
bated  all  day  long,  I  will  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee,  and  I  hope  we  can 
at  leg,st  get  the  general  debate  out  of  the 
way  today  so  as  to  be  in  position  to  con¬ 
sider  the  amendments  on  Monday.  I 
doubt  very  much  whether  we  will  arrive 
at  the  point  in  the  debate  today  when 
we  can  take  decisive  action  on  any  par¬ 
ticular  amendment.  At  the  same  time 
I  would  not  want  to  say  that  we  could 
not  do  so,  because  if  addresses  on  the 
bill  generally  are  concluded,  debate 
might  be  had  on  the  amendments  to  the 
point  where  we  can  vote.  There  will  be 
some  controversy  respecting  the  fh'st 
committee  amendment.  I  understand  it 
provides  for  an  appropriation  of  $344,- 
000  for  the  so-called  watchdog  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  ECA. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No  doubt  there  will  be 
some  debate  on  that  amendment. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  I  would  have  no  objection  at  all  to 
taking  up  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  because  I  do  not  think  there 
will  be  much  controversy  respecting  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  May  I  ask  who  is  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  handling 
the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill?  Is  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  in  charge  of  that  bill? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  He  is. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  spoke  to  him  yesterday, 
and  he  advised  me  that  he  thought  there 
would  be  a  good  deal  of  controversy  over 
it,  particularly  because  of  the  appropria¬ 


tion  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 
That  was  the  report  he  gave  me  yester¬ 
day. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  seeking  recognition  to  speak  on  the 
pending  measure. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  wait  until  the  preliminaries  are  over. 

-TRANSACTION  OP  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
;  unanimous  consent  that  Senators  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  introduce  bills  and  resolutions 
and  incorporate  matters  in  the  Record, 
without  debate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  following  letters,  which  were 
referred  as  indicated: 

Report  op  Tort  Claims  Paid  by  Department 
op  Agriculture 

A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report  of 
tort  claims  paid  by  that  Department  under 
e  provisions  of  the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act, 
f<5r  the  period  July  1,  1949,  to  June  30,  1949 
(mth  an  accompanying  report) ;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Refor\of  Tort  Claims  Paid  by  Central  In¬ 
telligence  Agency 

A  lette^from  the  Director  of  the  Central 
Intelligence'  Agency,  Washington,  D.  C.,  re¬ 
porting,  pur^ant  to  law,  on  tort  claims  paid 
by  that  Agenev  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Tort  Claims  Act,  during  the  fiscal 
year  1949;  to  the  uommittee  on  the  Judiciary. 
Research  Laborato\jt  Building  for  National 
Bureau  dE  Standards 

A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, t 
’  transmitting  a  draft  of 'proposed  legislation 
i  to  authorize  the  construction  and  equipme^ 

,  of  a  research  laboratory  building  for  the 
!  tional  Bureau  of  StandardsCpepartmentf  of 

i  Commerce  (with  accompanying  papers V;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  ^id  Fgfeign 
l  Commerce. 

Report  on  Sunday  of  AccountinAUSystem 
and  Internal  Control  System  of  JTvtional 
Capital  Housing  Authority 
A  letter  from  the  Acting  Comptroller  (Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  transrcntting,  pur¬ 
suant  to  law,  a  report  on  survey  of  the  ac 
counting  system  and  the  system  of  internal 
control  of  the  National  Capital  Housing  Au¬ 
thority,  for  the  fiscal  years  ended  June  30, 
1947  and  1948  (with  an  accompanying  re¬ 
port)  ;  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments. 

Report  on  Contracts  Negotiated  for  Ex¬ 
perimental,  Departmental,  or  Research 
Work  by  Coast  Guard 

^A  letter  from  the  Commandant  of  the 
nited  States  Coast  Guard,  transmitting, 
ursuant  to  law,  a  report  on  contracts  nego¬ 
tiated  for  experimental,  developmental,  or 
^research  work,  fo£  the  period  January  1,  1949, 
to  June  30,  1949  (with  an  accompanying  re¬ 
port)  ;  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

PETITIONS 

Petitions  were  laid  before  the  Senate, 
and  referred  as  indicated: 

By  the  VICE  PRESIDENT: 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Orlando 
Townsend  Club  No.  2,  of  Orlando,  Fla.,  favor¬ 
ing  the  enactment  of  the  so-called  Townsend 
plan  to  provide  old-age  assistance;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Thirty-fifth 
Division  Reunion  Corp.,  of  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
favoring  inclusion  of  an  amphitheater  in  the 
present  concept  of  the  Jefferson  Expansion 


Memorial;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  an(i 
Insular  Affairs. 

WORLD  TRADE  FAIR  IN  DETROIT — Cpft  !- 
CURRENT  RESOLUTION  OF  MICHIGAN 
LEGISLATURE 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
present  for  appropriate  reference  and 
printing  in  the  Record,  Houseyconcur- 
rent  Resolution  No.  63  of  the  Legislature 
of  the  State  of  Michigan,  Urging  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  place 
all  needed  facilities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  at  the  service  hi  an  annual 
world  trade  fair  in  Detroit  and  request¬ 
ing  the  Congress  to  take  the  necessary 
appropriate  action  to  assist  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  a  world-trade/fair  in  Detroit. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce,  and,  under  the 
rule,  printed  in  tile  Record,  as  follows: 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  63 
Concurrent  resolution  urging  the  President 
of  the  UnitecV  States  to  place  all  needed 
facilities  of  tjlfe  Federal  Government  at  the 
service  of  an  annual  world  trade  fair  in 
Detroit  and  requesting  the  Congress  to 
take  the  .necessary  appropriate  action  to 
assist  in/he  conduct  of  a  world  trade  fair 
in  Detrmt 

Where?®  the  business  leadership  of  Detroit 
has  adis&nced  plans  for  staging  in  1950  the 
first  world  trade  fair  ever  held  in  the  United 
Statey  and  for  maintaining  it  as  an  annual 
every  of  great  importance  to  the  trade  of  the 
world;  and 

Whereas  Michigan  is  a  major  producer  of 
kny  articles  widely  distributed  in  world 
fade,  such  as  machine  tools,  automotive 
equipment,  paints,  pharmaceuticals,  and 
'  other  familiar  commodities  vital  to  the  well¬ 
being  of  the  world,  and  Detroit  is  the  world’s 
largest  producer  in  dollar  volume  of  indus¬ 
trial  products  going  into  world  trade;  and 
Whereas  an  international  trade  fair  in  this 
country,  modeled  after  the  trade  fairs  that 
have  been  traditional  in  Europe  for  genera¬ 
tions,  could  be  expected  to  accelerate  com¬ 
merce  between  the  United  States  and  other 
countries  and  thus  contribute  materially  to 
the  prosperity  and  friendship  of  nations;  and 
Whereas  the  first  world  trade  fair  ever  held 
on  this  continent,  the  Canadian  Interna¬ 
tional  Trade  Fair  at  Toronto,  was  a  great 
success,  bringing  together  30,000  buyers  and 
sellers  from  all  parts  of  the  world  in  May 
1948,  and  has  now  become  an  annual  event 
ponsored  completely  by  the  federal  govern- 
ent  of  Canada;  and 

Thereas  the  management  of  the  Canadian 
Intetfiational  Trade  Fair  enthusiastically 
suppdtts'  the  proposal  for  a  similar  event  in 
the  Un^ed  States,  knowing  that  buyers  and 
sellers  Would  more  eagerly  travel  vast  dis¬ 
tances  to  participate  in  two  great  trade  fairs 
on  this  conVinent  than  one;  and 
Whereas  exhibitors  and  buyers  at  leading 
European  trad\  fairs,  in  a  survey  Just  com¬ 
pleted,  have  expressed  eagerness  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  a  trade  fan:  in  the  United  States  and 
have  expressed  favft^  for  Detroit  as  its  loca¬ 
tion;  and 

Whereas  an  official  cession  representing  all 
the  Marshall  plan  countries,  which  has  just 
completed  a  tour  of  prdfcosed  sites  for  an 
international  trade  fair  in  the  United  States, 
was  greatly  impressed  by  the  civic  spirit  of 
Detroit  and  Michigan  and  by.  the  facilities 
for  and  possibilities  of  an  international  trade 
fair  in  Detroit;  and 

Whereas  the  Michigan  State  Fair  grounds 
provide  an  ideal  center  for  an  international 
trade  fair;  and  ’h 

Whereas  the  people  of  Michigan  stand 
solidly  together  in  sound  efforts  to  develop 
the  economy  of  their  State  and  Nation  and 
the  world,  and  stand  squarely  behind  the 
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tional  Military  Establishment  but  it  also 
mates  applicable  to  the  National  Military 
Establishment  many  of  the  Commission's 
broad  budgeting  and  accounting  recom¬ 
mendations.” 

The  Secretary,  in  commenting  on  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act.  (Public  Law  109),  states 
that  this  laV  “does  not  grant  the  President 
the  full  reorganization  power  recommended 
by  the  Commission,  and  the  National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment  supported  the  President’s 
request  for  the  nfenessary  authority  to  re¬ 
organize  the  executive  branch  which  he  based, 
in  part,  on  the  Comr^ission’s  recommenda¬ 
tion.” 

The  chairman  of  theNcommittee  pointed 
out  that  the  bill  enacteckby  the  Congress 
was,  except  for  the  provisioiW  relating  to  dis¬ 
approval  on  reorganization  plans  by  consti¬ 
tutional  vote  of  one  House  rather  than  by 
concurrent  resolution  of  both  Rouses,  ex¬ 
actly  as  submitted  by  the  President,  and 
was  supported  by  Mr.  Hoover  in  «jie  form 
adopted  by  the  Congress. 

Also  Mr.  Johnson  states  that  the  %»11  S. 
942,  introduced  as  drafted  and  submitted  to 
the  committee  by  a  draftsman  for  the  Hoover 
Commission,  "is  violative  of  at  least  t: 
spirit  of  the  first  report  of  the  Hoover  Com 
mission  in  that  it  would  provide  statutory 
inflexibility  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  whereas  the  Commission  consist¬ 
ently  contended  that  the  President  should 
be  allowed  to  organize  his  immediate  office 
in  his  own  way.” 

In  commenting  on  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  (P.  L.  152), 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  states  that: 

"This  act  goes  beyond  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission  in  that  it  is  not  as 
clear-cut  in  delineation  of  military  and 
civilian  supply  activities  as  are  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission.  Rather 
than  policy  coordination,  the  bill  provides 
central  control  in  an  administrator  with 
power  of  exemption  In  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  ‘in  the  best  interest  of  national  se¬ 
curity.’  In  substantive  and  procedural 
aspects,  the  bill  leaves  areas  of  doubt  which 
must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  complete  con¬ 
trol  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in  areas  of 
logistic  support  of  military  operations  and 
maintenance  of  those  types  of  procurement 
which  are  essential  to  mobilization  planning.” 

This  comment  is  typical  of  the  military, 
whenever  it  is  unable  to  dominate  legisla¬ 
tive  actions  of  Congress.  When  the  bill 
creating  the  General  Services  Administration 
was  before  the  Senate  committee,  the  Na- 


following  Mr.  Andrews’  appearance  before  the 
committee,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  wrote  the  chairman  as  follows: 

“I  am  authorized  to  inform  you  that  the 
question  of  exception  of  the  armed  services 
was  given  particular  attention  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  rejected  by  him.  The  amendment 
suggested  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  on  April  2  is  not  in  accord  with  the 
President’s  program." 

This  matter  was  also  considered  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  hearings  on  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  and  the 
act  in  its  present  language  was  approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  behalf  of  the 
President. 

The  final  comment  made  by  Secretary 
Johnson  relates  to  the  recommendations  con¬ 
cerning  personnel  and  medical  services, 
which  he  states  are  “presently  under  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  Personnel  Policy  Board  and 
the  Armed  Services  Medical  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee,  both  of  which  have  been  set  up  in 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  under 
civilian  chairmanship  to  provide  me  with  the 
necessary  staff  assistance  in  these  vary  im¬ 
portant  fields.  I  have  also  recently  ap¬ 
pointed  a  Director  of  Medical  Services  for 
the  National  Military  Establishment  who  is 
Jo  establish  general  policies  and  standard^ 
the  medical  services  of  the  three  mllitaj 
departments  and  to  exercise  general  dij 
tiorNand  control  over  such  services.” 

ThSUetter  from  the  Secretary  of  D/Tense 
follows  _ 

The  Secretary  of  Defence, 

Washington,  Julyfl9,  1949. 
Hon.  John  IVMcClellan, 

Chairman*  Committee  on/Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments,  United 
States  Semtfe. 

My  Dear  Mr.  CHMRMANyfl’his  is  in  further- 
reply  to  your  letter\f  Mjfy  21,  1949,  concern¬ 
ing  the  recommendarlofis  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  tJ^vExecutive  Branch  .of 
the  Government. 

As  you  say,  the^jrlma^L  concern  of  your 
committee  is  in  She  across-Pjie-board  recom¬ 
mendations  of  i!ne  Commission,  and  for  this 
reason  my  rejriV  is  restricted  tcneuch  of  these 
over-all  maffters  as  concern  t\e  National 
Military  Establishment. 

Legislation  involving  three  of  t^e  broad 
areas  pflnsldered  by  the  Commission  were 
referred  to  your  committee  and  I  presume 
that  the  requested  legislative  analyse?1  ^re 

S.  9V6, 


unnecessary  in  these  instances. 

ich,  as  amended,  was  enacted  as  Pubi 
^aw  109,  does  not  grant  the  President  the 
tional  Military  Establishment  was  afforded  f  full  reorganization  power  recommended  by 

every  opportunity  to  present  its  views,  and  '  - +v.„  Motinnni  Miiit.nrv 

adequate  provisions  have  been  included  In 


the  act  to  insure  that  any  procurements 
which  are  peculiar  to  the  needs  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Military  Establishment  may  bq  pur¬ 
chased  by  that  agency.  On  the  othef  hand, 
the  committee  was  of  the  opinion  ttfat  items 
in  common  usage  by  all  establishments,  in¬ 
cluding  the  military,  should  he  purchased 
through  a  central  agency.  The  act  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  President,  included  practically 
all  of  the  recommendation/  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  in  its  report/ on  the  Office  of 
General  Services,  had  the  approval  of  Mr. 
Hoover  personally  andyof  the  Citizens  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government,  and  all  affected 
agencies  participated  in  the  drafting  of  the 
language  incorporated  in  the  bill,  including 
the  Bureau  of  4he  Budget  and  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 

This  same- Issue  was  injected  into  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expend¬ 
itures  on’April  2,  1948,  by  Mark  E.  Andrews, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  who  testified 
that  iti  his  opinion  the  bill  failed  to  comply 
with-  the  request  made  by  the  President  that 
tb/  procurement  and  supply  activities  of  the 
ational  Military  Establishment  be  excepted 
from  the  Federal  Property  Act.  On  April  5, 


the  Commission  and  the  National  Military 
Establishment  supported  the  President’s  re¬ 
quest  for  the  necessary  authority  to  reorgan¬ 
ize  the  Executive  Branch  which  he  based,  in 
part,  on  the  Commission's  recommendation. 
Another  bill,  S.  942,  concerns  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  general  principles  governing  the 
management  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.  I  am  sure  when  your  commit¬ 
tee  considers  this  measure  it  will  note  that 
it  is  violative  of  at  least  the  spirit  of  the 
first  report  of  the  Hoover  Commission  in 
that  it  would  provide  statutory  inflexibility 
in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
whereas  the  Commission  consistently  con¬ 
tended  that  the  President  should  be  allowed 
to  organize  his  immediate  office  in  his  own 
way.  The  third  bill  which  has  been  before 
your  committee  is  S.  1809,  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act,  en¬ 
acted  as  Public  Law  152.  This  act  goes  be¬ 
yond  the  recommendations  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  that  it  is  not  as  clear-cut  in  delinea¬ 
tion  of  military  and  civilian  supply  activi¬ 
ties  as  are  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  Rather  than  policy  coordination, 
the  bill  provides  central  control  in  an  Ad¬ 
ministrator  with  power  of  exemption  in  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  “in  the  best  Interest  of 
national  security.”  In  substantive  and  pro¬ 


cedural  aspects,  the  bill  leaves  areas  of  doullit 
which  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  comufete 
control  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  iiy&reas 
of  logistic  support  of  military  operations  and 
maintenance  of  those  types  of  proaurement 
which  are  essential  to  mobilization  plan¬ 
ning. 

Other  legislation,  not  direct]/  before  your 
committee,  but  pertaining  tat  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations  ar^Public  Law  36, 
creating  the  position  of  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense;  and  S.  1843,  containing  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  National  Security  Act.  S.  1843 
was  considered  in  great  detail  by  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  a  copy  of  its 
report,  No.  366,  is Attached.  You  will  note 
that  it  not  only  reflects  the  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  concerning  the  National 
Military  Establishment  but  it  also  makes 
applicable  tcythe  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  manymf  the  Commission’s  broad  budg¬ 
eting  and/accounting  recommendations.  S. 
1843  pa^ed  the  Senate  on  May  26,  1949. 

The  .^Commission’s  recommendations  con¬ 
cerning  personnel  and  medical  services  are 
presently  under  consideration  by  the  Person¬ 
nel  Policy  Board  and  the  Armed  Services  Med¬ 
ial  Advisory  Committee,  both  of  which  have 
fbeen  set  up  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  under  civilian  chairmanship  to  pro¬ 
vide  me  with  the  necessary  staff  assistance 
in  these  very  important  fields.  I  have  also 
recently  appoint  a  Director  of  Medical  Serv¬ 
ices  for  the  National  Military  Establishment 
who  is  to  establish  general  policies  and 
standards  for  the  medical  services  of  the 
three  military  departments  and  to  exercise 
general  direction  and  control  over  such  serv¬ 
ices. 

At  the  request  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
the  above  reply  was  submitted  to  it  for  clear¬ 
ance  on  June  16,  1949.  Not  until  July  8  was 
this  office  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to 
presenting  this  reply  to  your  committee. 

I  assume  that  this  letter  will  also  serve  as 
a  response  to  your  inquiry  of  July  12,  as  to 
the  reason  for  the  delay  in  replying  to  your 
letter  of  May  21,  1949. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  I  am. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Louis  Johnson. 

THE  SMALL-BUSINESS  MAN 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  statement  on  the  subject  of 
Wisconsin’s  and  the  Nation’s  small-busi¬ 
ness  man  which  I  ask  to  have  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  at  this  point. 
There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ent  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
R^ord,  as  follows: 

qcoDiLE  Tears  or  Real  Help  For  the 
Small-Business  Man? 

Every^dy  seems  to  be  shedding  crocodile 
tears  for  small-business  man  these  days. 
“Oh,  the  lirUe  guy,  he’s  always  getting  it  in 
the  neck.  HeValways  behind  the  eight-ball.” 
Yes,  everybody  Seems  to  be  moaning  about  his 
plight,  but  no  onflyseems  to  be  giving  him  any 
real  aid. 

The  small-busineSs  man,  however,  in  Wis¬ 
consin  neither  wantikcrocodile  tears  in  his 
behalf  nor  a  lot  of  emplv  cheers  praising  him. 
He  doesn’t  want  phony  Joats  on  the  back  or 
lame  tributes  that  don’t  mean  anything.  He 
does  need  tax  relief  and  \ther  assistance, 
dynamic  help  that  will  enable  him  to  meet 
the  problems  of  the  postwar  recession. 

THE  LITTLE  FELLOW’S  THREE-JOES 

Right  now,  the  little-business  tpan — the 
little  merchant,  the  small  manufacturer,  the 
small  distributor — wholesaler-retailer — is 
squeezed  by  three  big  enemies — big  govern¬ 
ment,  big  labor,  big  business.  The  littje- 
business  man  finds  that  he  is  butting  his 
head  against  monopoly  in  these  three  fields-^ 
government,  labor,  and  business. 
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SMALL  BUSINESS  IS  CORE  OP  ECONOMY 

LeVs  analyze  his  problems  and  see  what 
can  be  done  for  him. 

We  all  know  and  take  it  for  granted  that 
small  business  is  the  core  of  our  national 
economy.  In  fact,  it  represents  over  90  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  $3,500,000  business  establish¬ 
ments  in  the  country.  It  provides  approx¬ 
imately  45  percent  of  all  the  jobs  in  the 
Nation  aside  from  agriculture. 

Let  me  point  out  too,  that  before  the 
war,  less  than  4  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
businesses  were  large  enough  to  have  more 
than  20  or  so  employees.  Only  5  percent 
furnished  employment  to  8  to  20  persons. 

BIG  GOVERNMENT  SITS  ON  SMALL-BUSINESS  MAN 

Now  when  I  say  that  the  little-business 
man  is  squeezed  by  big  government,  what 
do  I  mean?  Well,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
small-business  man  at  the  grassroots  has 
to  make  out  too  many  forms,  \do  many 
questionnaires,  too  many  records. .  He  is 
plagued  by  an  increasing  amount  of  govern¬ 
ment  regulations  and  red  tape.  \ 

The  Wage-Hour  Administration  is  con¬ 
stantly  seeking  to  get  more  and  more’^f 
its  tentacles  around  him.  The  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  is  always  ready  to  swat  him  down  v. 
With  a  brusque  order  on  his  tax  returns.  ^ 
An  army  of  Government  bureaucrats  is  al¬ 
ways  trying  to  order  him,  direct  him,  in¬ 
struct  him  in  ways  that  bureaucrats  feel 
will  be  helpful  to  him  whether  he-  likes  it 
or  not.  It  is  the  little-business  man  who 
pays  the  charges  for  all  of  this  2,250,000- 
man  Government  payroll.  It’s  the  little  guy 
who  bears  the  brunt  of  our  $44,000,000,000 
budget. 

When  it  comes  to  official  parleys  about  his 
problems,  the  small-business  man  finds  that 
often  he  is  not  even  represented.  When  it 
comes  to  competing  for  defense  contracts 
and  foreign  exports,  he  finds  that  he  is  often 
frozen  out  of  the  picture. 


MEETING  LABOR  PROBLEM 

In  the  field  of  his  labor  problems  too,  th 
small-business  man  finds  himself  deajl 
with  bigness — with  gigantic.  Nation-wide  la¬ 
bor  unions.  He  finds  that  the  wage-hour  pol¬ 
icy  set  by  big  business  must  serve  as  the  ljfasis 
for  the  little  fellow's  labor  relations  whether 
he  likes  it  or  not  and  whether  he  can  afford  it 
or  not.  He  finds,  too,  that  even  Taft- 
Hartley  Law,  which  gives  him  some'  protec¬ 
tion  as  well  as  protecting  the  public,  is  the 
objective  of  intense  attack  on  the  part  of 
big  labor.  / 

He  learns  moreover,  that  the  labor  bigsters 
are  preparing  to  purge  the  Senators  and  Con¬ 
gressman  in  the  1950  elections  who  dared  to 
support  the  Taft-Hartley  Law. 

SUPPORTING  FRIENDS  IN  1950 

Well,  I  think  that  when  November  1950 
comes  around — the  littlfe  fellow — and  his 
wife — and  his  children^-is  going  to  make 
himself  heard  at  the  polls.  He  is  not  going 
to  allow  a  few  racketeering  labor  big-shots  to 
take  over  this  Government.  He  is  not  going 
to  stand  for  a  purge  of  his  friends  in  Con¬ 
gress — the  men  who  have  the  guts  to  stand 
up  for  the  Taft-Hattley  law  and  other  sound 
legislation. 

PROBLEM  OF  MONOPOLY 

In  dealing  With  his  own  fellow  business¬ 
men,  the  little  fellow  often  bumps  up  to  the 
problem  of  monopoly — monopoly  in  distribu¬ 
tion,  monopoly  in  raw  materials,  monopolis¬ 
tic  pricing  practices.  While  monopolistic 
conditions  are  not  as  bad  as  the  Reds  make 
them  opt  to  be,  neither  are  they  so  good 
that  we  can  afford  to  be  lax  in  our  antitrust 
activities. 

No/wonder  then,  there  is  such  headache 
and  heartache  for  the  little  fellow  trying  to 
keep  his  head  above  water.  No  wonder,  then, 
hq  has  got  to  take  a  lot  of  aspirins.  His  in¬ 
ventory  is  mounting  these  days,  his  labor 
costs  are  shooting  up,  his  expenses  are  soar¬ 


ing,  and  yet  cutthroat-price  competition  is 
around  the  corner. 

SOME  THINGS  THAT  MUST  BE  DONE 

The  situation  isn’t  all  black  of  course. 
Big  business  is  increasingly  recognizing 'that 
it  cannot  possibly  exist  without  small  busi¬ 
ness;  that  it  needs  small  business  for  sub¬ 
contracting  work  and  for  maintaining  an 
economic  check  and  balance.  J 

One  of  the  main  things  that  cam  be  done 
is  to  reconstitute  the  Senate  Small  Business 
Committee  which  did  yeoman  work  in  meet¬ 
ing  the  problems  of  the  little  fellow. 

Years  ago,  I  personally  introduced  legisla¬ 
tion  to  establish  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Small  Business.  I  feel  today 
as  I  did  then,  that  all  Government  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  which 'affect  small-busi¬ 
ness  men  ought  to  have  representative  coun¬ 
cils  consisting  of  men  who  have,  actually 
been  small-business  men  to  advise  before  pol¬ 
icies  are  established.  ? 

TAX  REFORM  NECESSARY 


Antitrust  actions,  must  be  vigorously  pur¬ 
sued.  Fairness  rniist  be  shown  in  interpre-  1 
tation  of  tax  statutes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  J 
the  entire  obsolete  tax  structure  must  be  ■ 
overhauled.  TMe  little  fellow  should  be  en-  , 
,  couraged,  help/d  to  buy  new  equipment,  new  ■ 
<kistallations-i4so  as  to  make  jobs  and  to  ! 
make  his  operations  more  efficient.  Nui¬ 
sance  excisp  taxes  which  plague  the  small- 
busiii£ss  rjfan — on  luggage  and  other  leather  i 
goods\ou  electric  appliances,  jewelry,  re-  j 
frigeratijfs,  furs,  sporting  goods,  air  condi-  i 
tioners^uitomotive  parts  and  accessories  and 
countless  cither  items  must  be  eliminated  1 
as  I  tfave  rebpmmended  in  legislation  intro-  ' 
in  the  'Congress. 

breover,  it  ns  up  to  the  small-business  j 
himself,  individually  and  through  his  !; 
ganizations,  to  advise  the  Congress  on  spe-  '■ 
ways  and  means;. by  which  it  wants  help.  • 
constant  effort  must  be  made  to  curb  the  | 
activities  of  monopoljhjn  whatever  form  it  J 
may  exist — whether  it  bd  in  big  government  j 
big  labor,  or  big  business\ 
conclusion’s 

Out  of  the  initiative,  the  energy,  the  back-  : 
breaking  labor  of  little  busiiiessmen  have  } 
come  many  of  the  blessings  thatVccount  for  • 
our  high  standard  of  living.  W§\  dare  not  * 
tax  the  little  fellow  to  death  or  regulate  him  I 
to  exhaustion.  \ 

He  deserves  a  fair  break — not  crocpdile  j 
tears  or  phony  cheers.  \ 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED  S 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the  j 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of  i 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.)  I 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  in 
an  address  delivered  at  Natural  Bridge  in 
my  home  county  of  Rockbridge  on  April 
20,  1947,  I  made  these  statments: 

In  two  global  wars  we  have  fought  to 
preserve  the  principles  of  our  founding 
fathers  and  yet  the  world  peace  for  which 
we  f  acrificed  blood  and  treasure  eludes  our 
grasp.  Instead  of  a  world  made  safe  for 
democracy  we  find  the  totalitarian  and  anti- 
God  ideologies  of  communism  feeding  on 


the  measureless  misery  of  war-torn  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe.  Many  of  our  own  people 
have  so  lost  faith  in  the  fact  that  God  gov¬ 
erns  in  the  affairs  of  men  that  they  think 
another  conflict  is  inevitable.  *  *  * 

We  are  proceeding,  I  believe,  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  Lenin  philosophy  of  world 
revolution  has  been  altered  to  contemplate 
world  domination,  either  directly  or  by 
means  of  controlling  Communist-dominated 
states.  We  assume  that  the  Soviet  Union 
wants  to  take  advantage  of  confusion  and 
chaos  in  Europe  to  extend  its  influence 
wherever  possible.  We  fear  that  the  com¬ 
plete  domination  of  Europe  and  large  seg¬ 
ments  of  Asia  by  Communist-controlled  gov¬ 
ernments  would  constitute  as  great  a  threat 
to  democracy  as  a  similar  control  under  the 
leadership  of  Adolf  Hitler.  *  *  * 

While  the  immediate  areas  of  conflict  be¬ 
tween  us  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  in  Ger¬ 
many  and  Austria,  they  will  ultimately  con¬ 
cern  eastern  Europe,  now  dominated  by 
Russia;  the  Near  East,  //here  there  are  vital 
oil  supplies,  and  the  Far  East,  now  torn  by 
civil  war.  They  also  involve,  of  course,  our 
proposal,  to  which  Russia  refuses  to  agree, 
for  international  control  of  atomic  power. 
*  *  * 

We  have  done  everything  humanly  pos¬ 
sible  to  convince  the  Russian  leaders  that 
our  supreme  desire  is  for  peace  and,  by  re¬ 
fusing  to  demand  territory  or  economic  ad¬ 
vantages  and  by  pouring  out  our  treasure 
to  feed  the  starving,  clothe  the  naked,  and 
rehabilitate  wartorn  countries,  we  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  demonstrate  to  Russia  and  the 
world  that  we  are  actuated  by  the  highest 
ethical  principles.  *  »  ♦ 

Then  after  discussing  our  futile  efforts 
to  get  the  Russian  leaders  to  abide  by 
the  agreements  made  at  Yalta  and  Potts- 
dam  and  to  carry  out  the  clear  intent 
and  purpose  of  the  Charter  of  United 
Nations,  I  said: 

If,  in  spite  of  our  best  efforts,  Russia  re¬ 
fuses  to  live  with  us  in  one  world,  our  next 
best  hope  for  peace  will  b-  through  a  firm 
alliance  with  the  Christian  people  to  be 
found  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  in  con¬ 
tinental  Europe,  Great  Britain,  and  her  do¬ 
minions.  That  will  be  a  last  resort  if  Russia 
violates  the  covenants  and  wrecks  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  United  Nations.  . 

On  June  5,  within  2  months  after  I 
made  that  speech,  Secretary  of  State 
Marshall  said  at  Harvard: 

It  is  already  evident  that,  before  the  United 
States  Government  can  proceed  much  further 
in  its  efforts  to  alleviate  the  situation  and 
help  start  the  European  world  on  its  way  to 
recovery,  there  must  be  some  agreement 
among  the  countries  of  Europe  as  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  situation  and  the  part 
those  countries  themselves  will  take  in  order 
to  give  proper  effect  to  whatever  action  might 
be  undertaken  by  this  Government.  *  *  * 

The  role  of  this  country  should  consist  of 
friendly  aid  in  the  drafting  of  a  European 
program  and  of  later  support  of  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  so  far  as  it  may  be  practical  for  us  to 
do  so.  The  program  should  be  a  joint  one, 
agreed  to  by  a  number,  if  not  all  European 
nations. 

That  proposal  was  eagerly  seized  upon 
by  the  Prime  Ministers  of  Great  Britain 
and  France,  who  promptly  gave  to  the 
press  of  the  world  their  interpretation  of 
what  General  Marshall  had  proposed. 
Thus  was  born  the  now  famous  Marshall 
plan,  which  15  months  ago  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote  was  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  under  the  title 
“The  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948.” 

Recognizing  the  danger  to  freedom 
everywhere  in  the  world  arising  from  the 
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desperate  sickness  of  western  Europe,  we, 
in  cooperation  with  western  Europe,  im¬ 
plemented  that  plan  to  cure  that  sick¬ 
ness.  Democrats  and  Republicans  joined 
hands  in  a  postwar  demonstration  of 
American  unity  that  did  more  than  any 
other  single  thing  to  stem  the  tidal  wave 
of  communism.  The  wise  and  farseeing 
action  of  the  Congress  last  year  demon¬ 
strated  both  America’s  magnanimity  and 
its  capacity  to  recognize  its  own  true  self- 
interest.  At  the  same  time  it  gave  a 
desperately  needed  boost  to  the  waning 
morale  of  our  wartime  allies. 

This  great  act  of  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  American  people  and  their  Congress 
has  been  already  amply  justified  by  the 
success  of  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram.  Substantial  recovery  progress  has 
been  made  in  Europe  during  the  past 
year.  Mr.  Hoffman  has  testified  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  that  the  total 
output  of  factories  and  mines  in  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  during  the  calendar 
year  was  14  percent  above  that  of  1947. 
Gross  investment  is  running  at  the  ex¬ 
tremely  high  rate  of  approximately  20 
percent  of  the  gross  national  product. 
Over-all  exports  in  1948  were  20  percent 
above  1947.  Moreover,  in  the  important 
field  of  finance  and  price  stabilization 
the  participating  countries  have  made 
real  progress,  and  have  taken  important 
steps  to  help  each  other  back  to  recovery. 

One  simple  fact  perhaps  gives  more 
eloquent  testimony  to  the  success  of  the 
European  recovery  program  than  all  the 
statistics  that  can  be  marshaled,  namely, 
many  of  the  people  who  opposed  the  pro¬ 
gram  last  year  on  the  ground  that  it  in¬ 
volved  “pouring  money  down  a  rathole” 
are  now  saying  that  production  has  been 
built  up  to  such  a  point  that  the  program 
is  no  longer  needed. 

I  submit  that  the  one  thing  we  cannot 
afford  to  do  is  to  fail  to  maintain  the 
present  momentum  of  recovery  in  west¬ 
ern  Europe.  As  Mr.  Hoffman  has  so  elo¬ 
quently  testified,  every  businessman 
knows  that  once  the  momentum  of  a  siz¬ 
able  operation  is  lost,  it  can  be  regained 
only  at  an  excessive  cost.  If  we  mean 
business  and  intend  to  carry  this  pro- 
grain  through,  we  cannot  afford  to  lose 
this  Inomentum.  There  is  still  a  stiff 
climb  ahead.  This  is  an  extremely  criti¬ 
cal  year,  the  year  in  which  European 
countries  will  have  to  face  the  issue  of 
whether  they  will  extend  their  coopera¬ 
tion  and  achieve  a  real  pooling  of  their 
resources,  or  whether  each  will  attempt 
on  his  own  to  save  his  own  skin.  We  al¬ 
ready  have  an  example  of  such  desperate 
acts  of  self-preservation  in  the  barter 
agreements  Great  Britain  has  made  with 
Argentina  and  Russia.  Our  continuing 
aid  on  an  adequate  scale  is  a  necessary 
condition  to  their  decision  in  favor  of 
the  policies  that  are  essential  to  their 
growth  toward  a  unified  Europe. 

We  are  fortunate  in  having  as  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  foreign-aid  program  a 
broad-gage  businessman.  Political  par¬ 
tisanship  played  no  part  in  the  selection 
of  Mr.  Hoffman  and  it  has  played  no  part 
in  his  administration  of  the  ECA.  Every¬ 
where,  on  both  sides  of  this  Chamber,  and 
ont  the  outside,  we  hear  praise  of  the 
outstanding  manner  in  which  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  administered  in  the  past. 


Let  me  suggest  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues  that  having  selected  an  outstand¬ 
ing  businessman  to  do  a  businessman’s 
job,  which  admittedly  he  is  doing  well,  we 
should  continue  to  give  him  the  tools  that 
he  feels  are  necessary  to  be  provided  if 
we  are  to  carry  forward  the  job  to  a  suc¬ 
cessful  conclusion.  Mr.  Hoffman  occu¬ 
pies  a  position  of  high  trust,  and  can  be 
relied  upon  to  carry  out  the  task  with  as 
little  outlay  of  taxpayer’s  dollars  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

The  argument  has  been  advanced  that 
further  declines  in  prices  will  make  it 
possible  to  carry  out  the  program  for  sub¬ 
stantially  less  than  the  amount  contained 
in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House.  Let 
us  examine  this  argument.  In  the  first 
place,  the  action  of  the  House  already  has 
not  only  taken  into  account  the  effect  of 
all  price  declines  to  date  but  has  also 
anticipated  further  price  declines.  The 
original  ECA  estimate  of  needs  for  the 
fiscal  year  1950  were  adjusted  downward 
to  take  account  of  the  net  effect  of  price 
declines  up  to  May  15.  In  addition,  the 
House  committee  made  a  further  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $80,000,000,  based  on  its  forecast 
of  further  price  declines.  The  net  effect 
of  changes  in  prices  since  May  15  on  the 
cost  of  the  program' has  been  of  minor 
consequence. 

As  I  said  in  my  Natural  Bridge  speech, 
no  one  can  lift  the  veil  of  the  future.  No 
one  can  foresee  what  economic  ups  and 
downs  lie  ahead  of  us.  I  will  say,  how¬ 
ever,  that  if  the  Senate  makes  cuts  on 
account  of  further  anticipated  price  de¬ 
clines,  beyond  those  taken  into  account 
in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House,  we  shall 
be  saying  by  our  action  that  we  are  con¬ 
fidently  predicting  a  depression  in  this 
country  of  a  severity  such  as  has  been 
witnessed  only  five  times  in  the  last  100 
years. 

The  second  point  to  bear  in  mind  in 
examining  the  argument  that  price  de¬ 
clines  warrant  a  substantial  additional 
cut  is  that  price  changes  work  two  ways 
in  their  effect  on  the  cost  of  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  as  this.  We  must  recognize,  too, 
that  price  declines  are  not  uniform.  Last 
year,  the  prices  of  farm  products  which 
we  export  to  Europe  declined  most  rap¬ 
idly,  but  so  far  this  year  the  prices  of 
textiles  and  other  manufactured  goods 
which  we  might  import  have  led  the  de¬ 
cline.  So,  a  further  change  in  price  levels 
might  easily  result  in  reducing  the  value 
of  Europe’s  exports  in  a  proportion 
greater  than  it  would  reduce  the  value 
of  her  imports,  and  so  actually  would  in¬ 
crease  her  need  for  aid.  All  of  us  know 
why  it  was  necessary  for  the  United 
States  to  extend  dollar  aid  in  the  first 
place.  It  was  because  the  countries  of 
western  Europe  required  goods  which 
could  be  purchased  only  in  the  United 
States  and  the  Western  Hemisphere, 
and  only  with  dollars,  and  that  those 
countries  were  unable  to  obtain  enough 
dollars  to  pay  for  those  goods  out  of  their 
own  earnings.  When  prices  go  down,  it  is 
true  that  American  goods  can  be  bought 
for  less,  but  unfortunately  it  is  also  true 
that  the  western  European  countries  get 
less  for  the  goods  they  sell.  Further¬ 
more,  in  a  period  of  price  declines,  sales 
fall  off.  This  is  a  natural  development, 
and  one  which  does  not  need  to  cause 


alarm,  but  which  unavoidably  brings  on  a 
shrinking  in  earnings.  All  of  us  know 
what  has  happened  in  the  case  of  Great 
Britain.  A  fall  in  export  sales  to  the 
Western  Hemisphere  has  resulted  in  a 
serious  drain  on  Britain’s  reserves.  Of 
course,  because  the  volume  of  exports 
from  the  United  States  to  Europe  far 
exceeds  the  volume  of  their  exports  to 
the  United  States,  price  declines  do  pro¬ 
duce  a  net  saving  in  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  But  the  real  question  we  must 
ask  ourselves  now  is  whether  in  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
these  savings  may  not  already  have  been 
overestimated. 

No  one  is  more  acutely  aware  than  I  of 
the  present  urgent  need  to  reduce  Fed¬ 
eral  spending,  and  no  one  is  more  desir¬ 
ous  of  seeing  our  budget  balanced  with¬ 
out  the  necessity  for  the  imposition  of 
additional  taxes.  But  if  the  Congress 
was  right  in  authorizing  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  a  continuation  of  the 
ECA  program  as  a  major  contribution 
to  the  cause  of  peace,  it  would  be  highly 
inconsistent  for  the  Congress  now  to  vote 
for  an  appropriation  which  would  be  in¬ 
adequate  to  do  the  required  job.  In  case 
any  taxpayer  may  be  under  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  the  Congress  is  appropriating 
vast  funds  for  a  program  of  international 
cooperation  without  an  adequate  under¬ 
standing  of  what  is  involved,  attention  is 
invited  to  the  fact  that  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  voted  to  authorize  a  continuation 
of  ECA,  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  took  584  pages  of  printed  tes¬ 
timony  and  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  865  pages.  Before  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  voted  to  re¬ 
port  an  appropriation  bill  it  took  1,072 
pages  of  printed  testimony,  and  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
acted,  it  took  997  pages  of  printed 
testimony. 

If,  on  the  basis  of  3,518  pages  of  testi¬ 
mony,  in  which  every  phase  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  fully  explored  and  every  need 
minutely  explained,  we  do  not  under¬ 
stand  what  is  involved,  we  should  ask 
the  Father  of  Light  to  illuminate  our 
understanding. 

In  the  authorization  bill  the  Congress 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal 
1950  the  sum  of  $4,280,000,000.  After 
the  most  careful  and  competent  analy¬ 
sis,  and  taking  into  account  present  and 
prospective  price  declines,  as  I  have  in¬ 
dicated,  the  Budget  Bureau  submitted 
to  the  Congress  an  estimate  of  $4,198,- 
200,000.  Then,  when  he  appeared  before 
the  House  Committee,  Administrator 
Hoffman,  who  is  as  firm  a  believer  in 
efficiency  and  economy  as  any  member 
of  this  body,  indicated  a  belief  that  he' 
could  do  the  required  job  for  $4,015,900,- 
000.  The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House 
carried  an  appropriation  of  $3,568,700,- 
000,  or  15  percent  less  than  the  budget 
estimate.  However,  the  House  gave 
needed  leeway  to  the  Administrator  by 
providing  that,  if  he  finds  it  necessary 
in  order  to  keep  up  the  recovery  momen¬ 
tum  in  Europe,  he  now  spend  that  ap¬ 
propriated  amount  in  10  %  months 
rather  than  in  the  usual  12  months,  and 
may  come  back,  if  necessary,  for  a  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation.  The  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  has  reported 
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to  the  Senate  a  bill  carrying  the  sum  of 
$3,628,380,000  for  the  fiscal  year  in  ques¬ 
tion,  plus  a  loan  authorization  '  of 
$150,000,000. 

In  testifying  before  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Hoffman  said: 

Two  points  I  have  repeatedly  emphasized 
are,  first:  that  our  objective  would  be  to  make 
the  sum  of  $3,568,000,000  last  for  12  months 
if  possible,  or,  if  not,  for  as  long  a  time  as 
possible,  but  second:  that  on  the  basis  of 
the  best  estimates  we  can  make  at  this  time, 
estimates  which  reflect  a  considered  and 
conservative  judgment,  I  believe  now  that  we 
will  have  to  spend  this  sum  in  less  than  12 
months. 

In  these  circumstances,  we  expect  that 
the  OEEC  will  recommend  to  us  a  recovery 
program  for  1949-50  which  will  require  more 
than  $3,568,000,000  of  American  aid.  When 
we  receive  it,  we  do  not  intend  to  approve  it 
formally.  Instead,  we  plan  to  inform  the 
Europeans  that  their  program  may  be  used 
by  them  for  planning  purposes  in  the  early 
months  of  the  year.  But  we  will  also  tell 
them  that  we  propose  to  keep  the  program 
under  constant  review,  and  that  cuts  will  be 
made  throughout  the  year  wherever  they  can 
be  made  without  jeopardizing  the  success  of 
the  ERP  in  order  to  bring  the  total  of  Ameri¬ 
can  aid  down  to  $3,568,000,000  if  possible 

For  the  purpose  of  having  the  record  per¬ 
fectly  clear,  however,  I  wish  to  repeat  once 
more  our  present  estimate  that  the  amount 
recommended  by  the  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee,  namely, 
$4,015,000,000,  is  the  minimum  required  to 
maintain  recovery  without  loss  of  momen¬ 
tum. 

As  my  friend,  Gen.  Charles  E.  Kil- 
bourne,  of  Lexington,  recently  remarked 
to  me,  “I  do  not  hear  everything  that  is 
said;  I  do  not  understand  all  that  I  hear; 
and  I  do  not  remember  all  that  I  under¬ 
stand.”  But,  Mr.  President,  I  heard 
enough,  understood  enough,  and  remem¬ 
ber  enough  of  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Hoffman  and  his  aides  concerning  the 
amount  needed  for  the  proper  continu¬ 
ation  of  his  demonstrated  program  to  be 
convinced  in  my  own  mind  that  we  can¬ 
not  safely  cut  that  fund  below  $3,852,- 
000,000  for  the  12  months,  which  is  10 
percent  less  than  the  authorization.  Of 
course,  in  a  program  of  nearly  $4,000,- 
000,000,  no  one  could  categorically  say 
that  a  difference  of  $150,000,000  or  $200,- 
000,000  would  be  the  exact  difference  be¬ 
tween  success  and  failure. 

As  I  have  studied  the  question  of  the 
appropriation  for  European  recovery, 
and  as  I  have  observed  the  march  of 
events  in  the  world,  I  have  been  forced  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  would  be  a  risk, 
a  serious  risk,  to  our  peace  and  security, 
if  a  further  cut  than  that  were  made  in 
the  appropriation  for  the  ERP.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  we  cannot  afford  to  take  any 
risks  in  this  vital  sector.  Freedom  is  too 
precious  to  bear  a  price  tag.  To  run  the 
risk  of  losing  it  for  what  might  prove  to 
be  false  economy  would  be  out  of  keeping 
with  the  best  traditions  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Virginia  and  of  the  United 
States  of  America.  Europe’s  economic 
recovery  is  essential  to  our  security,  as  is 
recognized  in  the  Atlantic  Pact,  which 
we,  by  an  overwhelming  majority,  rati¬ 
fied  on  yesterday.  We  are  not  engaged 
in  philanthropy  through  the  ERP  or  in¬ 
dulging  in  a  vague  do-goodism.  We  are 
building  the  security  and  protecting  the 
freedom  of  our  country.  And  to  adopt  a 


pinch-penny  attitude  toward  this  appro¬ 
priation  is  to  jeopardize  our  security  and 
our  freedom. 

We  are  living  in  the  midst  of  a  peace 
that  is  only  an  absence  of  war.  Since 
the  defeat  of  the  Germans  and  the  Japa¬ 
nese  in  1945,  the  Soviet  Union  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  expand.  In  Europe  alone,  Po¬ 
land,  Rumania,  Bulgaria,  Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia,  Albania,  and  half  of 
Germany  have  disappeared  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain,  joining  the  Soviet  Union’s 
earlier  victims,  Lithuania,  Latvia,  and 
Estonia.  In  the  Far  East  most  of  China 
and  half  of  Korea  are  already  in  the 
hands  of  the  Communists,  and  several 
areas  in  Southeast  Asia  are  imminently 
threatened.  In  Japan,  more  than  a 
150,000  Communist,  many  indoctrinated 
while  prisoners  in  the  Soviet  Union,  carry 
on  their  ceaseless  agitation. 

This  is  the  cold  war,  Senators,  and  it 
is  not  yet  won.  Had  it  not  been  for 
British  and  American  assistance,  Greece 
would  today  be  a  Soviet  satellite.  Had  it 
not  been  for  United  Nations  interven¬ 
tion,  Iran  might  well  be  a  Soviet  puppet. 
Had  it  not  been  for  the  Marshall  plan, 
most  of  Western  Europe  might  well  be 
under  Soviet  domination  today.  But 
there  was  a  Marshall  plan,  and  Europe 
still  is  free,  and  Europe  is  daily  growing 
in  economic  strength  and  unity.  But  it 
still  has  a  long  way  to  go  before  it  can 
stand  completely  on  its  own.  We  can¬ 
not  afford  to  take  any  risks  whatsoever 
that  Europe  may  not  be  able  to  carry  on, 
prosperous  and  free. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  a  land  army  of 
4,000,000  men  with  which  it  could 
overrun  Europe  in  a  shooting  war  if  it 
chose  to  do  so.  But  the  Soviet  Union 
knows  that  if  it  tried  that  it  would  be 
taking  a  terrific  risk.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  neither  the  air  superiority,  nor  the 
atomic  weapons,  nor  the  industrial  plant 
to  take  on  at  this  time  the  free  world  in 
a  shooting  war.  The  odds,  therefore,  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  against  the  Soviet  Union’s 
starting  a  shooting  war. 

But  the  risk  that  the  Soviet  Union  will 
continue  to  try  to  expand  by  infiltration 
remains.  We  have  seen  this  tactic  work 
too  often  not  to  know  that  it  can  succeed 
in  countries  where  economic  conditions 
are  so  bad  that  people  live  without  hope. 

The  European  Recovery  Program  is  de¬ 
signed  to  make  Europe’s  economy  work 
so  efficiently  and  provide  such  a  satis¬ 
factory  standard  of  living  that  the  Com¬ 
munist  tactic  of  infiltration  cannot  suc¬ 
ceed. 

Peace  and  freedom  are  not  prizes  that 
can  be  won  in  one  encounter  like  a  foot¬ 
ball  game.  They  must  be  fought  for  and 
maintained  from  day  to  day,  from  month 
to  month,  from  year  to  year.  They  can 
be  maintained  only  if  we  create  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  contentment  and  economic 
well-being  in  which  they  can  survive. 

Let  us  not  therefore  indulge  in  any 
false  economies.  When  we  examine  the 
United  States  budget  today  we  find  that 
considerably  more  than  half  is  for  de¬ 
fense  and  foreign-aid  expenditures. 
Here  is  the  main  area  where  cutting  must 
be  done,  if  the  tremendous  costs  of  gov¬ 
ernment  are  to  be  substantially  reduced 
and  the  burdens  on  our  economy  light¬ 
ened. 


We  can  cut  the  cost  of  national  de¬ 
fense  by  making  the  European  recovery 
program  a  success.  During  the  last  15 
months  the  ERP  has  stopped  Soviet  ex¬ 
pansion  in  Europe  cold.  It  can  keep  it 
stopped  in  Europe  next  year  and  per¬ 
haps  indefinitely  if  we  carry  on  our  pro¬ 
gram  long  enough  to  make  Europe  self- 
supporting,  and  are  successful  in  break¬ 
ing  down  the  barriers  to  world  trade  as 
proposed  in  1934  by  Cordell  Hull,  one  of 
the  truly  great  statesmen  of  our  day  and 
generation.  To  curtail  this  program  to  a 
point  where  it  may  fail  and  where  it  may 
be  impossible  to  follow  through  to  suc¬ 
cess  would  be  false  economy.  We  must 
stay  with  this  program  until  it  succeeds 
in  removing  the  threat  of  war  in  Europe, 
until  this  uneasy  peace  is  supplanted 
by  a  real  peace.  Only  then  will  it  be  pos¬ 
sible  for  us  to  bring  down  our  heavy  ex¬ 
penditures  for  national  defense.  Only 
then  will  it  be  possible  to  bring  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures  down  to  the  level 
where  they  should  be. 

When  we  finally  weigh  the  efforts  of 
ECA,  the  question  of  what  contribution 
it  makes  to  enduring  peace  is  all-im¬ 
portant.  Will  Rogers  once  said  the 
United  States  never  lost  a  war  and  never 
won  a  peace.  We  must  win  this  peace. 
We  have  had  four  wars  in  the  lifetime  of 
my  mother,  who  was  91  years  old  last 
April.  She  told  me  recently  that  those 
are  enough  wars  for  one  lifetime.  In 
winning  World  War  II  we  spent,  and  did 
not  hesitate  in  spending,  at  the  rate  of 
from  eight  to  twelve  billion  dollars  a 
month,  and  before  we  won  it  we  had 
spent  $340,000,000,000. 

Peace  is  worth  more  than  war.  Win¬ 
ning  the  peace  is  worth  more  than  win¬ 
ning  a  war.  If  what  we  are  now  invest¬ 
ing  in  ERP  in  this  program  to  win  the  1 
peace  is  reasonably  calculated  to  achieve 
that  end,  not  only  can  we  afford  the  in¬ 
vestment,  but  we  cannot  afford  not  to 
make  it.  What  prudent  man,  faced  with 
the  necessity  of  retrenchment,  would 
cancel  the  fire  insurance  on  his  home  as 
his  first  economy  move?  Our  present  in¬ 
surance  against  the  flaming  sword  is  an 
adequate  military  establishment  and  the 
rehabilitation  of  democratic  allies  in 
Europe.  I  have  said  and  now  repeat  that 
I  do  not  think  that  a  shooting  war  is 
imminent.  But  fifth-column  penetration 
is  a  continuing  menace,  and  I  know  of 
no  military  expert  who  would  under¬ 
write  our  national  security  on  the  now 
famous  Colonel  Toombs  formula:  “We 
can  lick  the  damn  Yankees  with  corn¬ 
stalks.” 

After  World  War  I,  weary  of  sacrifice 
and  eager  to  lighten  the  tax  burden,  we 
succumbed  to  the  dulcet  plea  to  return  to 
normalcy,  and  we  demobilized  our  Army 
and  sank  our  Navy.  Those  in  favor  of 
economy  got  economy,  and  those  favor¬ 
ing  a  reduction  in  income  taxes  got  a  tax 
cut  in  excess  of  $2,000,000,000.  But  in 
less  than  25  years  they  and  all  the  rest  of 
us,  including  the  veterans  of  World  War 
I  who  had  been  told  their  sacrifices  were 
not  in  vain,  got  a  bigger  and  better  war 
involving  1,000,000  casualties,  $340,000,- 
000,000  cash  outlay,  postwar  inflation, 
the  cost  of  which  has  not  yet  been  tabu¬ 
lated,  and  a  social  unrest  that  consti¬ 
tutes  a  definite  threat  to  the  perpetuity 
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of  the  very  democratic  institutions  for 
which  both  wars  were  fought. 

Over  and  above  all  else,  after  World 
War  I  we  adopted  a  policy  of  national 
isolation  and  turned  our  backs  upon  our 
former  war  allies.  Fortunately,  they 
were  able  to  survive,  and,  when  we  were 
attacked  in  1941,  to  hold  the  line  until  we 
could  again  prepare  for  battle.  Such  a 
chance  to  prepare  against  disaster  will 
never  come  to  us  again.  This  time  we 
will  either  assist  our  allies  in  their 
struggle  to  recover  from  the  last  war  or 
face  a  hostile  world  alone.  I  rejoice  in 
the  fact  that  we  have  profited  from  our 
experience  and  are  now  committed  to  a 
program  of  international  cooperation  as 
the  best  safeguard  against  another  war. 
Both  Lot  and  his  wife  knew  what  was 
necessary  to  save  them  from  destruction, 
but  Lot’s  wife  turned  back.  God  grant 
that  we  shall  not  emulate  her  example. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  as  I  am,  and  I  desire 
to  be  a  little  bit  specific  in  my  question, 
because  I  understand  that  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  the  Senator  from  Virginia  sup¬ 
ported,  in  substance,  the  report  which 
the  committee  made.  There  were  sev¬ 
eral  items  in  connection  with  which  he 
voted  against  the  action  of  the  majority, 
but  do  I  correctly  understand  him  to 
favor  the  total  amount  of  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  for  1950,  as  the  committee 
reported  it,  not  including  the  $74,000,000 
for  the  balance  of  1949? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
after  23  years  of  legislative  experience,  I 
have  learned  that  most  legislation  is  the 
result  of  friendly  compromise.  In  our 
committee  there  was  a  motion  made  to 
make  a  very  drastic  cut  in  the  program, 
one  of  approximately  $800,000,000,  and 
that  motion  was  defeated.  Then  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  .Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Reed]  made  a  motion  to  accept  the  House 
figure,  which  was  for  12  months,  with  a 
10  V2 -month  spending  privilege.  That 
motion  was  defeated.  Then  I  made  a 
motion  to  cut  the  authorization  by  10 
percent,  which  would  have  been  $428,- 
000,000  below  the  authorization,  but 
slightly  above  the  House  figure  for  a  12- 
month  period  and  less  than  the  House 
figure  for  a  10  M> -month  period.  Then 
the  junior  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  made  a  motion  to  cut  the 
Budget  estimate  10  percent.  That  mo¬ 
tion  was  adopted.  I  voted  for  it;  and, 
with  all  due  deference  to  my  previous 
personal  views,  I  intend  to  stay  with  the 
committee  on  that  figure,  because,  as  I 
have  said,  in  a  program  involving  nearly 
$4,000,000,000,  no  one  can  categorically 
say  that  $200,000,000  or  $250,000,000  is 
an  exact  measure  of  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  success  and  failure. 

Therefore  I  am  willing  to  take  the 
chance  that,  with  his  extraordinary 
ability,  Mr.  Hoffman  will  be  able  to  use 
the  fund  carried  in  our  bill  to  do  the  job, 
provided,  Mr.  President,  we  do  not  adopt 


amendments  which  will  reduce  the 
amount,  first,  by  $74,00,000,  which  he  has 
already  obligated,  and  justifiably  so. 
Under  the  joint  resolution,  we  permitted 
him  to  continue  to  spend  on  the  basis  of 
the  lowest  pending  appropriation  bill, 
and  at  that  time  we  had  only  the  House 
bill.  So  he  made  his  commitments  on  the 
basis  of  the  House  bill,  and  they  involved 
$74,000,000,  which  the  committee  pro¬ 
posed  to  cut  out  of  his  appropriation.  I 
hope  that  amendment  will  not  be  adopt¬ 
ed,  because  it  will  cut  below  what  is  need¬ 
ed  as  I  have  indicated. 

Then  there  was  a  $50,000,000  grant  to 
Spain,  which  is  not  an  OEEC  country. 
Mr.  Hoffman  has  no  way  in  the  world 
to  administer  a  relief  program  in  Spain. 
I  am  hoping  that  that  will  come  out  of 
the  program. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  further  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Chapman  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  that  with  those 
two  suggestions  I  am  in  hearty  sympathy. 
I  should  like  to  ask  him  a  question,  so 
as  to  have  the  Record  clear  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  dollai’s  and  cents,  as  well  as 
with  reference  to  the  general  statement 
which  he  has  made.  I  assume  he  is  also 
in  favor  of  the  committee’s  action  with 
relation  to  the  carry-over  of  Government 
relief  in  occupied  areas  as  to  which  the 
committee  cut  the  House  appropriation 
$25,000,000. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  shall  stand  by 
the  committee  action  on  that  item,  be¬ 
cause  the  testimony  before  us  was  that 
in  all  likelihood  the  job  can  be  done  with 
the  amount  appropriated,  and,  certainly, 
as  I  have  indicated  already  in  my  re¬ 
marks,  we  have  a  serious  budget  situa¬ 
tion,  and  no  one  is  more  desirous  than 
I  am  to  get  by  without  either  a  big 
deficit  on  the  one  hand  or  a  burdensome 
new  tax  on  the  other  hand. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  First  I  wish  to 
congratulate  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
on  the  thoroughly  splendid  address  he 
has  just  made  to  the  Senate,  because  I 
think  he  has  presented  a  concept  which 
is  irresistible  in  its  public  value  for  the 
welfare  and  security  of  this  Nation. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
that  -tribute  could  come  from  no  source 
which  I  would  more  deeply  appreciate. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  With  respect  to  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation,  I  am  particularly  interested 
in  the  Senator’s  answer  to  the  inter¬ 
rogatory  of  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts.  I  do  not  need  to  indicate  my  own 
deep  and  fundamental  sympathy  with 
the  ECA.  I  think  that  is  an  axiom. 

In  the  present  situation,  however, 
when  it  is  perfectly  obvious  that  there 
must  be  general  budgetary  cuts  spread 
through  the  entire  body  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  much  as  I  regret  the  extent  to 


which  the  cut  has  gone  as  recommended 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  the 
conclusion  announced  by  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  himself,  that  we  confront 
a  condition  and  not  a  theory,  and  that 
we  must  guide  ourselves  accordingly. 
Therefore,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  with 
the  exception  of  the  ex  post  facto  cut 
which  goes  into  the  previous  fiscal  year, 
I  am  not  going  to  resist  reductions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  and  I  am  quite  content 
to  let  the  arithmetic  go  to  conference 
for  final  exploration  and  judgment. 

It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  crit¬ 
ical  issues  presented  before  the  Senate  in 
connection  with  the  bill — and  I  judge 
this  is  the  view  of  the  able  Senator  from 
Virginia,  at  any  rate  it  is  the  question  I 
am  asking  him — it  seems  to  me  that  the 
critical  issues  before  the  Senate  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  bill  relate  to  the  four 
or  five  amendments  which  have  been  of¬ 
fered,  which  virtually  become  expres¬ 
sions  of  legislative  intent  in  respect  to 
matters  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  really  should  have 
little  jurisdiction  over.  However,  I  do 
not  quarrel  with  the  committee  for  any 
action  it  takes  on  its  own  responsibility. 

I  am  asking  the  Senator,  speaking  now 
from  the  viewpoint  of  two  friends  of 
ECA,  whether  the  real  issue  before  the 
Senate  is  not  a  question  of  over-all 
mathematics,  but  has  come  down  to  the 
question  of  rejecting  certain  amend¬ 
ments  which,  at  least  by  indirection, 
would  seriously  cripple  the  entire  enter¬ 
prise,  and  whether  that  is  not  the  point 
at  which  we  will  find  it  necessary  to  con¬ 
centrate  our  consideration. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
fully  and  unreservedly  concur  in  the 
suggestion  made  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Michigan  that  it  will  be 
the  part  of  wisdom  for  the  friends  of  this 
program,  those  who  believe  in  it,  those 
who  want  to  see  it  succeed,  those  who 
believe  that  if  it  does  succeed  it  is  going 
to  be  a  major  contribution  to  the  future 
peace  of  the  world,  to  accept  as  the  best 
settlement  we  could  get  the  money 
amount  carried  in  the  major  bill,  and 
make  our  stand  against  the  five  amend¬ 
ments,  only  one  of  which,  as  I  recall,  we 
had  any  testimony  on,  and  that  was  a 
relatively  minor  one,  the  so-called 
Rhodes  amendment,  which  denies  aid  to 
any  country  which  violates  any  treaty. 

It  seems  that  a  hundred  years  ago  we 
had  a  treaty  with  Morocco,  now  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  France,  about  certain 
tariffs.  In  the  light  of  extreme  and  un¬ 
usual  economic  coi  ditions,  necessitating 
the  conservation  of  dollar  resources, 
France  put  the  same  kind  of  restrictions 
on  American  purchases  which  nearly  all 
the  European  countries  had,  and  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  report  which  I  got  from  Mr. 
Hoffman  in  explanation  of  this  program, 
the  restrictions  of  which  Mr.  Rhodes  and 
other  Americans  in  Morocco  complained, 
apply  to  everybody  in  Morocco.  But  the 
amendment  which  the  committee  adopt¬ 
ed  to  the  bill  bill  would  provide  that 
France  could  not  participate  in  the  re- 
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covery  program  unless  she  stood  by  a 
hundred-years-ago  treaty  with  respect 
to  trade  with  Morocco,  and  thereby  gave 
Americans  in  Morocco  an  exclusive  right 
to  deal  in  American  goods  over  their 
competitors,  and  apparently  to  the  det¬ 
riment  of  the  economy  of  Morocco.  I  do 
not  believe  that  is  a  good  amendment  to 
the  bill,  and  I  should  like  to  see  it  elimi¬ 
nated. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  regret  that  I  did 
not  hear  the  first  part  of  the  Senator’s 
remarks,  and  I  desire  a  little  clarification 
as  to  how  he  arrived  at  the  statement 
he  made  a  moment  ago  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  now  carried  by  the  bill  repre¬ 
sent  a  10-percent  cut  under  the  budget 
estimate.  I  do  not  quite  follow  the 
Senator’s  figures,  and  I  should  like  to 
have  him  explain  them. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  did  not  do  the 
figuring.  There  was  a  motion  in  the 
committee  to  cut  the  budget  estimate 
10  percent.  It  was  offered  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson], 
and  it  was  adopted.  It  figured  out,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  committee  clerks  and 
computers  to  the  figure  put  into  the  bill, 
and  I  think  they  figured  it  correctly. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  appears  on  its 
face  to  be  more  than  a  10-percent  cut. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  the  Senator 
looking  at  the  budget  estimate? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  report  says, 
“The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate, 
Under  the  estimates,  $748,820,000.”  I 
presume  it  means  under  the  budget 
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Mr.  ROBERTSON.  We  have  the 
army-aid  program  to  consider,  also. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  see.  What  the 
Senator  means  is  that  the  cut  in  the  ECA 
amount  is  10  percent? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Ten  percent  of  the 
budget  estimate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  what  I 
wanted  cleared  up. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  In  view  of  the 
point,  and  a  very  pertinent  and  vital  one, 
made  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  as  to  the  friends  of 
the  program  standing  together,  I  think 
it  might  be  pertinent  for  me  to  refer  to 
the  four  other  amendments  which  he 
undoubtedly  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  ask  the  Senator  a  question  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Certainly. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  For  my  informa¬ 
tion,  is  it  or  is  it  not  true  that  the  five 
amendments,  to  one  of  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  already  referred — and  I  am 
cognizant  of  the  identification  of  the 
other  four — were  put  into  the  bill  after 
the  hearings  had  been  concluded,  were 
not  based  upon  testimony  and  were 
never  submitted  to  ECA  for  its  official 
reaction? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  true,  ex¬ 
cept  the  so-called  Rhodes  amendment 
concerning  Morocco  trade.  Mr.  Rhodes 
did  appear  before  the  committee,  and 
made  a  very  earnest  and,  it  appeared  to 
me  at  the  time,  a  very  plausible  plea.  He 
claimed  that  Americans  in  Morocco  were 
being  discriminated  against.  But  upon 


further  investigation  I  agreed  with  the 
viewpoint  of  Mr.  Hoffman,  that  we  would 
place  France  and  the  State  Department 
in  a  very  undesirable  light  if  we  fell  back 
on  the  provisions  of  a  100-year-old  treaty 
in  order  to  give  Americans  in  Morocco 
fights  which  nationals  of  no  other  coun¬ 
try  enjoyed. 

Then  we  had  the  so-called  Cordon 
fertilizer  amendment,  based  at  the  time 
upon  the  assumption  that  our  farmers 
were  still  experiencing  a  shortage  of 
nitrogen,  and  that  we  needed  to  make 
available  to  them  10  percent  of  tlie"ca- 
pacity  of  the  plants  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  operated  by  the  Army  pri¬ 
marily  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing 
nitrogenous  fertilizers  to  Germany. 

We  have  subsequently  found,  as  I  as¬ 
serted  in  the  committee  at  the  time  to 
be  the  fact,  but  did  not  have  the  proof, 
that  there  is  at  the  moment  about  a  200,- 
000-ton  surplus  of  that  type  of  fertilizer 
in  this  country,  and  I  understand  from 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon] 
that  he  is  glad  to  know  that  he  misjudged 
the  situation,  and  I  understand  he  will 
ask  the  privilege  of  withdrawing  his 
amendment,  or  certainly  he  will  not  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  Senate  voting  it  down. 

The  amendment  of  probably  the  most 
serious  consequences  was  that  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr-  McClellan]  to  freeze  the  tentative 
estimates  of  cotton  and  food  in  the  bill, 
regardless  of  the  fact  that  we  cut  the 
over-all  appropriation  about  $400,000,- 
000  below  the  $4,000,000,000  Mr.  Hoffman 
had  used  in  making  a  tentative  estimate. 
That  amendment  would  require  him  to 
buy  those  farm  products  on  the  basis  of 
an  estimate  that  was  tentative,  in  try¬ 
ing  to  justify  the  various  items  he  was 
asking  us  to  put  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  the  budget  was 
reduced  by  10  percent,  which  I  think  is 
about  the  amount  of  the  reduction  re¬ 
ported  in  the  bill - 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Ten  percent. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  committee 
cut  the  amount  about  10  percent  below 
the  budget  estimate,  as  I  recall.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then  if  the 
amendment  to  which  the  Senator  refers, 
which  I  sponsored  to  the  bill,  were  made 
to  conform  to  that  10-percent  reduction, 
would  the  Senator  still  oppose  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  would,  because 
it  violates  the  working  agreement  be¬ 
tween  ECA  and  OEEC,  under  which  we 
understand  that,  as  the  sovereign  na¬ 
tions  involved  are  dealing  with  us  in  a 
friendly  attitude  we  will  let  the  various 
nations  indicate  to  us  where  their  needs 
lie,  and  then,  within  certain  limits  of 
our  discretion  about  those  needs,  we  will 
certainly  let  them  indicate,  of  the  items 
we  are  willing  to  approve,  which  shall 
take  top  priority.  I  do  not  think  we 
have  any  right  under  this  program  to 
say,  “Even  though  you  need  machinery 
for  rehabilitation  far  more  than  you  need 
cotton  or  wheat  or  corn,  so  much  cotton 
and  so  much  wheat  and  so  much  corn  is 
going  to  be  your  portion,  take  it  or  leave 


it.  But  the  amount  we  allocate  now  for 
that  cannot  be  spent  for  machinery  or 
any  other  purpose. 

I  am  sure  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  knows  that  all  three  of 
the  major  farm  organizations  of  the 
United  States  have  asked  us  to  eliminate 
that  item  from  this  program,  first,  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  think  it  will  help  our 
farmers;  second,  because  they  do  not 
think  it  is  fair  to  the  program;  third,  be¬ 
cause  they  think  Soviet  Russia  could  use 
it  as  propaganda  that  we  are  using  the 
program  as  a  dumping  process;  and 
fourth,  because  we  will  ultimately  make 
enemies  over  there  instead  of  friends, 
and  really  work  disaster  to  our  future 
market  for  our  products. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then,  if  we  place 
no  restrictions  upon  the  program  what¬ 
soever,  what  is  the  point  of  asking  or  re¬ 
quiring  each  nation  to  present  a  budget 
upon  the  basis  of  which  we  are  requested 
to  appropriate  the  money  to  make  those 
commodities  available?  Why  do  not  we 
simply  say,  “Here  is  a  billion  dollars. 
Take  it.  Spend  it  any  way  you  want  to." 
When  we  appropriate  money  for  various 
agencies  of  government,  each  one  is  re¬ 
quired  to  come  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  and  present  its  re¬ 
quest,  and  justify  it.  Then  we  earmark 
the  money  we  appropriate  for  that  spe¬ 
cific  purpose,  and  it  is  not  subject  to 
the  determination  of  an  agency  after¬ 
ward  that  it  may  spend  it  for  anything 
it  wants  to. 

Since  the  budget  so  prepared  originat¬ 
ed  from  the  nations  participating,  with 
respect  to  the  commodities  they  need — 
they  said  they  needed  them — and  was 
screened  through  the  processes  which 
are  employed,  and  was  then  presented  to 
us  as  an  appeal  that  they  needed  that 
much  money  to  acquire  this  minimum  of 
commodities,  why  should  we  not  take 
them  at  their  word? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
OEEC  has  not  submitted  its  estimate  to 
ECA  concerning  the  cotton  and  food  they 
want  during  this  fiscal  year.  That  is 
point  No.  1.  OEEC  has  not  been  heard 
from.  Point  No.  2  is  that  we  exercise 
this  control  because  we  do  not  want  the 
program  to  be  a  glorified  WPA  or  UNRRA 
program.  We  want  it  to  be  a  rehabilita¬ 
tion  program.  Our  previous  postwar  aid 
had  gone  for  feeding  the  hungry  and 
clothing  the  naked,  but  the  nations  in¬ 
volved  had  not  inaugurated  a  program  of 
trying  to  get  on  their  feet.  We  were 
afraid  they  would  ask  too  much  for  food 
and  clothing  and  take  it  easy.  We  were 
going  to  say,’  “We  will  let  you  have  just 
sufficient  food  to  make  you  strong  enough 
to  work,  but  the  rest  of  the  money  we 
want  to  go  into  something  which  will 
make  you  ultimately  self-sufficient  by 
production,  and  by  getting  into  trade 
again.”  I  have  lost  count  of  the  different 
phases  of  it.  But  whatever  the  next 
phase  is — it  is  section  202,  is  it  not,  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  in  our  fun¬ 
damental  law?  If  they  buy  with  Ameri¬ 
can  dollars  any  food  or  cotton  or  farm 
products  of  which  we  have  a  surplus, 
they  must  come  to  us  for  them.  That  is 
the  protection  afforded  to  the  American 
farmer,  as  written  in  the  law,  where  he 
who  runs  can  read.  That  is  the  reason 
I  say  that  since  the  farm  organizations 
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have  opposed  this  amendment — and  I 
share  their  viewpoint — I  hope  the  Senate 
will  not  retain  the  amendment  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNER.  If  the  section  of  the 
fundamental  ECA  law  which  applies  pro¬ 
vides  that  if  we  have  surpluses  which 
other  countries  need  they  must  come  to 
us  first,  how  does  the  Senator  reconcile 
that  with  the  recent  trade  pact  entered 
into  between  England  and  Russia,  where¬ 
by  England  receives  from  Russia  a  million 
tons  of  coarse  grain  during  the  next  year. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  do  not  like  that 
deal.  It  is  a  barter  deal.  If  this  program 
is  to  work  permanently  we  must  not  only 
rehabilitate  the  industrial  capacity  of  the 
countries  in  question,  but  they  must  co¬ 
operate  with  us  in  carrying  out  the  whole 
program  for  reciprocity  and  freer  world 
trade.  The  barter  deals  between  Russia 
and  Britain,  and  between  Britain  and  the 
Argentine  fly  right  in  the  face  of  what  we 
are  trying  to  do.  They  are  deplorable, 
but  Britain  probably  is  driven  to  enter 
into  them  by  a  sense  of  desperation,  since 
she  could  secure  the  grain  from  Russia 
on  the  basis  of  a  barter  deal,  whereas  she 
could  secure  it  from  us  only  on  the  basis 
of  a  cash  deal.  Likewise,  she  could  secure 
meat  from  Argentina  on  the  basis  of  a 
barter  deal  whereas  she  could  not  secure 
meat  from  us  on  the  basis  of  any  kind 
of  deal  because  we  do  not  have  it  to  spare. 
But  when  Britain  secures  grain  from  Rus¬ 
sia  she  does  not  use  one  penny  of  our 
money  to  secure  it. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  understand  that,  but 
it  goes  inf-'  the  general  fund  of  Great 
Britain. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  goes  into  the 
general  fund  of  Great  Britain  for  the 
economy  of  Great  Britain.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  JENNER.  She  may  use  it  for  so¬ 
cializing  her  industries. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  do  not  want  to 
become  involved  in  a  discussion  of  the 
Kem  amendment,  because  that  has  not 
been  adopted  by  our  committee.  That 
amendment,  I  believe,  is  based  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  we  are  financing  the  na¬ 
tionalization  of  British  industry.  At  the 
proper  time  the  answer  to  that  will  be 
that  not  $1  of  our  money  goes  directly 
into  the  purchase  of  any  British  indus¬ 
try.  The  British  industries  are  bought 
with  British  pounds.  But  we  set  up  a 
counterpart  fund,  of  which  Great  Britain 
receives  95  percent  and  we  receive  5  per¬ 
cent  for  our  own  use,  and  one  of  the 
things  the  counterpart  fund  can  be  used 
for  is  the  retirement  of  debt.  Great  Brit¬ 
ain  increases  her  debt  by  taking  over  coal, 
steel,  or  whatever  industry  she  takes  over, 
and  then  she  applies  a  part  of  the  coun¬ 
terpart  fund  to  the  reduction  of  that  debt. 
Mr.  Hoffman  testified  before  us  that  in 
the  process  she  saved  on  interest  and 
carrying  charges  between  $10,000,000  and 
$15,000,000.  To  that  extent  we  have  sub¬ 
sidized  her  socialization  program. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNER.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator,  being  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  and  being  acquainted 


with  these  problems,  may  be  able  to  give 
me  some  enlightenment.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  about  one-third  of  the  Marshall 
plan  funds  go  to  Great  Britain. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  About  $900,000,000 
this  year  and  about  $1,000,000,000  the 
previous  year. 

Mr.  JENNER.  As  I  understand,  Great 
Britain’s  present  crisis  and  difficulty  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  she  has  an  unfavor¬ 
able  trade  balance. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  one  rea¬ 
son,  but  there  are  a  number  of  other 
reasons. 

Mr.  JENNER.  In  other  words,  in  her 
trade  with  our  country  she  has  an  un¬ 
favorable  trade  balance  of  about  $600,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Does  the  Senator 
want  some  information  as  to  why  she 
has  such  an  unfavorable  trade  balance? 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  should  like  to  lay  a 
premise  for  my  question,  to  see  if  I  am 
not  correct.  Her  total  unfavorable  trade 
balance  will  be  approximately  a  little 
more  than  $2,000,000,000.  Is  that  the 
approximate  figure? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  No.  It  was 
about  $2,000,000,000  last  year.  But  they 
have  really  been  up  against  it,  under 
their  austerity  program. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  realize  that. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Bear  in  mind  that 
our  checks  show  that  the  per  man  pro¬ 
duction  in  Great  Britain  now  is  equal 
to  the  prewar  production,  but  they  do 
not  have  as  many  workers,  and  they 
have  a  great  deal  of  obsolete  machinery. 
They  estimate  that  their  dollar  short¬ 
age  this  year  will  be  approximately 
$1,000,000,000,  of  which  we  are  going 
to  take  care  of  about  $900,000,000. 

Mr.  JENNER.  In  other  words,  the 
basic  economic  proposition  is  that  Eng¬ 
land  is  spending  beyond  her  income. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Absolutely;  and 
she  has  done  it  for  50  years.  Let  us 
get  this  in  the  Record  at  this  time.  She 
drew  from  colonial  possessions,  and  she 
was  not  squeamish  about  how  she 
worked  those  black  boys  and  brown  boys. 

Mr.  JENNER.  She  still  is  not. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  She  loaned  the 
money  to  build  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad  in  Virginia,  which  is  the  best 
piece  of  railroad  property  in  the  world. 
She  put  up  the  money  when  old  Gen. 
Billy  Mahone  built  that  railroad  after 
the  war  between  the  States.  He  claimed 
that  we  fell  out  with  him  because  he 
turned  Republican,  and  that  we  got  the 
British  to  call  the  loan.  At  any  rate, 
the  loan  was  called,  and  the  Norfolk  & 
Western  was  purchased  by  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Railroad  for  $15,000,000. 

Mr.  JENNER.  It  was  a  loan.  It  was 
not  a  gift. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  They  did  not 
give  anything.  They  were  lending.  But 
they  did  lend  all  over  the  world.  They 
built  up  overseas  investments  to  the 
point  where  they  were  getting  $5,000,- 
000,000  a  year  income.  World  War  I 
wiped  out  some  of  it.  World  War  II 
wiped  out  practically  everything  else, 
except  for  some  securities  our  RFC  now 
holds  and  in  South  America,  some  in¬ 
vestments,  but  it  is  nothing  comparable 
to  what  she  used  to  have. 


Then  she  suffered  terrible  war  losses. 
Plymouth  and  Coventry  were  completely 
destroyed — homes,  factories,  and  every¬ 
thing.  One  of  every  four  homes  in  Eng¬ 
land  was  either  destroyed  or  badly  dam¬ 
aged.  Not  a  bomb  hit  us.  Then  Britain 
does  not  have  as  many  workers,  because 
during  the  war  her  workers  were  scat¬ 
tered  all  over  Asia  and  Europe,  as  far 
as  the  Malay  Peninsula,  and  many  still 
sleep  there. 

Mr.  JENNER.  The  basic  thing  which 
I  do  not  understand  is  that  we  are  greatly 
concerned  about  the  deficit  of  England, 
yet  last  year  we  had  a  deficit.  We  spent 
more  than  we  earned,  to  the  extent  of 
about  $1,800,000,000.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  coming  year  we  shall  have  defi¬ 
cit  financing  to  the  extent  of  $7,000,- 
000,000  or  $8,000,000,000,  according  to 
some  estimates. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  covet  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  correct  the  Senator.  In  the 
last  appropriation  bill  we  cut  more  than 
$1,000,000,000  from  our  military  appro¬ 
priations.  We  believe  that  if  we  do  not 
have  a  brainstorm  next  spring  and  pass 
a  great  many  deficiency  bills,  we  shall 
close  the  next  fiscal  year  with  a  deficit 
of  less  than  $1,000,000,000,  on  the  basis 
of  the  budgets  we  have  recommended,  if 
the  Congress  will  adopt  those  budgets 
and  stick  with  them.  I  ask  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
if  I  am  correct  in  that  statement. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  the  Senator  is  correct.  I  think 
we  are  going  to  have  a  larger  deficit  than 
we  now  anticipate.  I  do  not  believe  we 
ought  to  cut  the  appropriations  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee.  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  Senator  at  all. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  staterfient  of 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  was  that  we 
anticipate  a  deficit  of  $5,000,000,000. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  the  anticipated  deficit. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNER.  The  point  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  get  at  is  this:  If  our  economic 
situation  continues  as  it  was  last  year, 
and  as  it  is  apparently  more  or  less 
agreed  it  will  be  next  year,  will  we  not 
wind  up  in  the  same  position  in  which 
England  is  today? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  We  could  if  we 
were  to  indulge  ourselves  during  the  time 
when  we  were  trying  to  protect  ourselves 
from  another  war.  We  could  wind  up 
broke.  Our  resources  are  not  inexhaus¬ 
tible.  But  I  say  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  that  if  we  have  the  spirit  of 
the  men  who  developed  this  country,  if 
we  get  down  to  hardtack  when  hardtack 
is  called  for,  if  we  do  as  the  people  in 
the  valley  of  Virginia  did  after  the  War 
Between  the  States,  when  all  the  barns 
and  fences  were  destroyed,  after  all  the 
slaves  were  gone,  and  after  all  the  ma¬ 
chinery  and  horses  were  gone,  we  can 
overcome  our  difficulties.  The  people  in 
the  valley  of  Virginia  did  not  have  a  WPA 
or  Federal  aid.  They  went  to  work  and 
lived  within  their  means.  Now  look  at 
the  Shenandoah  Valley.  It  blossoms  like 
the  plains  of  Sharon. 
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Mr.  JENNER.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  add  that  if  England  will  do  the 
same  thing,  if  she  will  get  down  to  work, 
stop  boondoggling,  stop  the  something- 
for-nothing  programs,  and  stop  cradle- 
to-the-grave  security,  she  will  likewise 
be  in  better  shape. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  T  am  not  in  a 
position  to  deny  the  soft  impeachment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  situation 
was  not  quite  clear  to  me  from  what  the 
Senator  said  to  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  McClellan].  The  Senator  and 
I  voted  the  same  way  in  almost  all  the 
votes  in  the  committee.  My  question  is 
this:  Was  not  the  10-percent  cut  from 
the  budget  estimates  arrived  at  by  the 
committee  by  including  $150,000,000  in 
the  form  of  a  loan? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  As  I  understand, 
the  Senator  is  in  favor  of  that  pro¬ 
cedure. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct; 
and  I  so  stated  in  my  prepared  state¬ 
ment,  in  which  I  gave  the  figures  in  detail 
as  to  each  proposal,  and  what  we  finally 
wound  up  with. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Before  we  get 
too  far  away  from  the  initial  colloquy 
between  the  Senator  and  myself,  in 
which  we  agreed  to  make  a  virtue  of 
necessity  and  not  quarrel  over  the  mathe¬ 
matics  of  this  bill,  I  forgot  to  ask  one 
additional  question.  Is  it  not  the  gen¬ 
eral  understanding  that  if  the  ECA  bill 
is  cut  substantially  10  percent,  as  is  the 
recommendation  of  the  committee,  if 
there  is  a  subsequent  general  rescission 
of  10  percent,  the  ECA  10  percent  direct 
cut  is  to  be  recognized,  and  the  general 
rescission  is  not  to  apply  to  ECA? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  If  I  am  not  act¬ 
ing  improperly  in  disclosing  a  discussion 
in  executive  session — and  I  do  not  feel 
that  in  this  instance  I  am — the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  said  that  if  we  cut  this 
budget  estimate  10  percent — and  he 
made  that  statement  in  support  of  his 
motion  to  cut  it — then  it  would  not  be 
necessary  to  make  the  over-all  cut  apply 
to  this  particular  appropriation. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  understand  that 
the  McClellan  resolution,  which  may  be 
offered  as  an  amendment,  provides  that 
in  case  of  a  cut  in  an  appropriation  such 
ns  the  ECA  appropriation,  the  amount  of 
the  reduction  would  be  considered  as  ful¬ 
filling  to  that  extent  the  purpose  of  the 
resolution.  So  the  10-percent  cut  in  this 
bill  would  stand,  but  the  other  bills  would 
be  reduced  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  may  say  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan  that  I  am 
a  joint  patron  of  that  resolution;  and  to 
the  extent  of  my  one  sixty-third  interest 
in  what  is  done  about  it,  I  certainly  would 
not  ask  that  an  appropriation  which  I 


personally  think  was  cut  a  little  too  low 
be  cut  5  or  10  percent  more.  That  would 
not  make  sense  to  me. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  wish  to  make 
it  quite  plain  that  my  agreement  with 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  with  respect  to 
the  mathematics  of  the  bill  was  contin¬ 
gent  upon  the  understanding  that  a  di¬ 
rect  cut  made  in  this  appropriation  would 
be  a  complete  credit  in  behalf  of 
ECA  against  any  subsequent  general 
rescission. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  While  there  was 
no  vote  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
on  that  issue,  I  think  it  is  only  fair  to 
say  that,  so  far  as  I  can  judge  the  sense 
of  the  committee,  that  was  the  sense  of 
the  committee  when  we  agreed  to  a  cut 
of  that  magnitude  at  that  time. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Let  me  say  that 
there  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  the 
Senator  states  the  facts  correctly. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  say  the  same 
thing. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  and  Mr.  MAYBANK 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  and  then  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Senators  will  re¬ 
call  the  colloquy  between  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg]  and 
myself  several  days  ago  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  regarding  Senate  Joint  Reso¬ 
lution  108.  Subsequently  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  presented  to  me  a 
suggested  amendment  to  conform  to 
what  we  had  discussed  and  what  we  had 
both  agreed  upon  at  that  time.  That 
amendment  was  adopted  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  which  reported  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  108,  and  it  will  be  offered  to  the 
joint  resolution  when  it  reaches  the  floor. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  how 
this  bill  might  be  affected,  it  will  be 
recalled  that  I  stated  at  that  time  that 
so  far  as  I  was  personally  concerned  I 
felt  that  the  Senate  could  take  full  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  making  the  cut  in  ECA 
appropriations,  because  that  would  be  a 
blanket  cut,  and  there  was  no  reason,  In 
my  judgment,  for  the  Seante  in  any  way 
to  shirk  its  responsibility  in  making  the 
cut  it  felt  it  should  make  in  the  ECA 
appropriation  bill. 

However,  the  amendment  as  prepared 
and  submitted  by  the  able  Senator  from 
Michigan,  and  as  adopted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  would  have  the  effect  that  if  we 
had  cut  the  ECA  funds  10  percent  below 
the  budget  estimates  that  10  percent  cut 
would  be  credited  against  a  total  20-per¬ 
cent  cut  that  it  would  be  possible  for  the 
President  to  cut  the  funds  for  that 
agency,  so  that  he  could  not  cut  them  20 
percent  more.  That  arrangement  ap¬ 
plies  to  that  amendment  and  also  to  the 
appropriations  for  all  other  agencies 
with  respect  to  which  the  Congress  has 
made  a  cut  of  1  percent,  5  percent,  or  10 


percent  under  the  budget  recommenda¬ 
tions.  In  other  words,  such  cuts  must 
be  credited  against  the  limitation  that  a 
total  cut  of  not  more  than  20  percent  can 
possibly  be  made  in  the  funds  of  such 
agency.  That  is  my  interpretation  of 
the  amendment  submitted  by  the  able 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  am  indebted  to 
the  able  Senator  from  Arkansas  for  the 
very  sympathetic  consideration  he  gave 
to  the  amendment  I  submitted.  The 
amendment  was  drawn  by  our  legislative 
counsel,  and  it  comes  as  close  to  achiev¬ 
ing  the  result  I  am  talking  about  as  it 
seemed  possible  to  put  on  paper.  There¬ 
fore,  I  think  it  is  important,  from  the 
viewpoint  I  have  expressed,  that  the 
amendment  be  adopted. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  Senator  for  his 
interest  in  it.  However,  the  amendment 
does  not  completely  reach  the  situation 
I  am  talking  about,  because  it  protects 
an  agency  which  has  had  a  10-percent 
cut  made  in  its  appropriations,  as  against 
only  half  of  the  20-percent  cut,  which 
the  resolution  would  permit. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG,  I  am  now  sub¬ 
mitting  to  the  Senator  from  Virginia  a 
slightly  different  question.  I  have  under¬ 
stood  that  the  committee  might  give 
consideration  to  a  horizontal  10-percent 
rescission  of  all  appropriations;  or  some¬ 
thing  of  that  character.  It  was  in  that 
connection  that  I  wished  to  be  sure  that 
my  understanding  was  correct.  My  un¬ 
derstanding  arises  from  conversations 
with  most  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  in  such  a  situation  a  direct 
10-percent  cut  made  by  the  Senate  would 
be  considered  as  meeting  the  ECA’s  share 
of  a  general  10-percent  recession. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing.  That  is  my  personal  position; 
I  believe  that  was  the  sentiment  of  the 
committee  at  the  time  when  we  took  the 
action,  and  I  assume  it  will  continue  to 
be  the  sentiment. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  wish  to  make  clear 
that  there  was  colloquy  and  discussion 
in  the  committee  about  the  10  percent 
and  how  it  would  apply,  as  has  been 
stated;  but  there  was  no  vote  and  no 
one  was  committed  on  it. 

As  to  the  resolution  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  to  have  a  10-percent  cut 
made  in  the  appropriations  for  all  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies,  let  me  say  that  even 
after  we  act  on  the  ECA  appropriation 
bill,  after  we  act  on  the  stock-piling  bill, 
in  which  a  cut  of  some  $270,000,000  has 
been  made  in  contract  authorizations, 
and  after  we  act  on  the  armed  services 
appropriation  bill,  with  respect  to  which 
the  funds  for  the  Air  Force  were  cut  by 
the  committee  $800,000,000,  that  being 
equal  to  the  amount  proposed  by  the 
President  for  universal  military  train¬ 
ing — and  the  committee  also  made  a  cut 
in  connection  with  the  1-year-trainees 
program — we  must  realize  that  cuts  have 
not  been  made  by  the  Senate  in  the  ap- 
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propriations  for  two-thirds  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies. 

So  if  we  are  going  to  have  an  under¬ 
standing  that  the  10  percent  cut  cannot 
be  made  in  the  funds  carried  in  this 
bill,  I  do  not  see  how  we  would  get  very 
far  in  the  direction  of  making  cuts  in 
appropriations  generally,  because  the 
only  bills  left,  after  this  one,  are  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  whose  appropriations  are 
already  below  the  prewar  level,  and  the 
appropriation  bill  for  the  Treasury  and 
Post  Office  Departments,  whose  funds 
have  already  been  cut  below  the  amount 
of  the  budget  estimates. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  economy  resolution  is  passed,  it 
strikes  me  that  the  only  fair  way  to 
proceed  is  to  do  just  what  is  provided  by 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan.  That  provides  the 
latitude  of  permitting  a  cut  of  between 
5  and  10  percent  to  be  made,  provided 
there  is  a  limitation  or  restriction  that 
no  agency  shall  have  its  funds  cut  more 
than  20  percent;  and  it  also  provides  a 
credit  feature,  namely,  that  any  agency 
whose  funds  have  been  cut  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  itself  below  the  amount  of  the 
budget  estimate,  shall  have  that  cut 
credited  against  the  20  percent  figure. 

Of  course,  every  cut  the  Congress 
makes  brings  us  that  much  nearer  to  bal¬ 
ancing  the  budget.  Therefore,  if  sub¬ 
stantial  cuts  are  made  by  the  Congress, 
it  will  not  be  necessary  for  the  President 
to  reduce  the  over-all  appropriations  by 
10  percent.  The  more  reductions  we 
make  here,  the  smaller  the  reduction  the 
President  will  have  to  make.  In  such 
circumstances,  perhaps  he  could  make 
only  a  5  percent  reduction. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  fair  w'ay 
to  proceed  is  according  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan;  but 
of  course  that  leaves  the  matter  in  the 
discretion  of  the  President.  He  will  not 
be  obliged  to  make  the  cut  in  the  ECA 
funds  or  in  the  funds  of  any  other 
agency.  But  I  think  it  perfectly  fair, 
not  only  from  the  standpoint  of  ECA,  but 
from  the  standpoint  of  all  other  agencies, 
to  provide  that  whatever  cuts  are  made 
shall  be  credited  to  the  total  cuts  per¬ 
missible  for  the  particular  agency. 

I  repeat  that,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  think  the  Congress  is  in  position  to 
deal  completely  with  the  ECA  and  make 
whatever  cut  should  be  made  in  its  funds, 
because  from  my  viewpoint  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  is  in  a  different  category, 
as  compared  with  the  general  appropria¬ 
tion  bills. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  able  Senator  from  Virginia 
a  question. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  view  of  the  colloquy 
between  the  able  Senator  from  Virginia, 
the  able  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Vandenberg]  and  the  able  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  does  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  agree  that  the 
language  of  the  economy  resolution 
which  might  be  offered  by  the  Senator 


from  Arkansas  is  in  conflict  with  the 
agreement  the  Senator  from  Virginia  and 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  have  with 
respect  to  a  10-percent  cut  in  the  ECA 
funds? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  which  I  should  prefer  to  answer 
in  this  way:  When  I  was  invited  to  be¬ 
come  a  sponsor  of  the  economy  resolu¬ 
tion,  the  objectives  of  which  I  fully  en¬ 
dorse,  I  called  attention  to  the  fact  that 
I  thought  the  ECA  funds  should  be  cut 
before  we  got  to  the  matter  of  making  a 
general  cut  in  appropriations.  I  under¬ 
stood,  if  that  happened,  that  matter 
would  be  taken  care  of  before  the  general 
reduction  resolution  was  passed,  and  I 
think  it  will  be  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Then  does  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  agree  with  me  that  the 
language  of  the  McClellan  resolution 
definitely  conflicts  with  the  agreement 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  have  in  regard  to 
what  will  happen  to  the  ECA  funds?  In 
other  words,  they  agree  that  not  more 
than  10  percent  should  be  cut  from  the 
ECA  funds.  Yet  under  the  McClellan 
resolution  it  is  understood  now,  I  think, 
judging  from  what  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  has  said,  that  more  than  a  10- 
percent  cut  could  be  made,  if  that  reso¬ 
lution  should  become  the  law  of  the  land. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  My  position  is 
that  we  should  not  cut  the  funds  for  the 
ECA  below  the  amount  stated  in  the  bill 
which  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  certainly  agree  with 
the  Senator  on  that.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Senator’s  name  is  on  the  peti¬ 
tion.  That  is  another  reason  why  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  been  deferring 
consideration  of  the  petition,  until  we 
could  get  into  the  debate  upon  ECA  and 
other  measures,  and  finally  determine 
how  much  they  would  be  cut. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  will  say  that  in  putting  his  name 
on  the  petition  he  not  only  had  a  mental 
reservatfon,  he  also  had  some  audible 
conversation  about  ECA,  and  he  felt  he 
had  some  assurance  he  w’ould  not  get 
caught  in  a  jam  on  ECA.  I  still  believe 
I  shall  be  protected. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  glad  to  know  that. 
It  is  all  new  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
If  there  is  any  reservation  in  respect  to 
the  petition  which  has  been  circulated, 
and  which  has  been  signed  by  63  Sena¬ 
tors,  it  is  all  new  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois.  I  am  very  happy  to  know  the 
Senator  has  that  understanding. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  We  had  a  very  in¬ 
formal  discussion  as  to  what  might  hap¬ 
pen  to  the  military  bill,  knowing  that 
would  be  the  last  appropriation  bill.  If 
we  cut  it  to  the  bone,  it  would  not  be  cut 
again.  That  was  my  understanding  of 
what  would  happen  if  we  cut  it  to  the 
bone.  I  think  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  the  senior  Senator  from  Tenn¬ 
essee,  did  a  fine  job  on  the  bill.  We  have 
cut  it  more  than  a  billion  dollars  below 
the  House  figure.  In  addition  to  that,  we 
carry  in  it  a  rescission  of  contract  au¬ 
thority,  or  the  stock  piling  agreed  upon 
this  morning,  if  it  is  finally  adopted  by 
the  House,  of  $275,000,000.  Those  two 


together  effect  a  very  substantial  saving 
in  what  was  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  LUCAS  and  Mr.  McKELLAR  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further,  merely  for  an  ob¬ 
servation? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Since  I  mentioned 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  I  will  yield 
first  to  him. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  am  I 
to  understand  the  Senator  to  take  the 
position  now  that  he  is  in  favor  of  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Does  the  Senator 
refer  to  the  pending  bill? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  have  repeatedly 
said  I  was  going  to  stand  by  it,  except  for 
the  five  amendments. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  What  are  the  five 
amendments? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  One  of  them  re¬ 
lates  to  Spain,  one  of  them  to  fertilizer, 
one  of  them  to  farm  products,  one  of 
them  to  Morocco,  and  one  of  them  is  a 
$74,000,000  cut  for  the  previous  3  months. 
With  those  five  exceptions,  I  am  standing 
by  it.  I  said  I  stood  by  the  money  figure 
in  the  bill,  which  was  of  course  the  major 
part  of  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is,  of  course.  The 
Senator  will  recall  it  was  not  my  doing 
I  was  defeated  in  the  committee.  I  pro¬ 
posed  to  make  these  cuts  of  about  $800,- 
000,000.  I  was  defeated,  as  I  recall,  by  a 
substantial  majority,  I  have  forgotten 
exactly  what  it  was.  We  reduced  the 
bill  below  the  1950  budget  estimates  only 
$598,820,000.  We  reduced  the  bill  below 
the  House  only  $403,871,420  on  a  12- 
month  basis. 

I  am  delighted  to  hear  the  Senator  say 
he  is  satisfied  with  the  money  provisions 
of  the  bill,  and  that  it  will  go  in,  with  his 
approval,  with  the  cut  of  $598,000,000  be¬ 
low  the  1950  estimates.  I  represent  the 
committee,  and  for  that  reason  I  want  to 
assure  the  Senator,  and  to  assure  all  Sen¬ 
ators,  this  is  not  my  doing.  Had  I  been 
doing  it,  I  would  have  cut  it  more.  It 
should  have  been  cut  more,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment.  But  the  committee  has  instructed 
me  to  report  the  bill  as  it  is.  I  hope  the 
Senator  will  withdraw  his  opposition  to 
the  immaterial  things,  as  it  seems  to  me. 
The  committee  has  given  this  bill  most 
careful  consideration,  having  taken  over 
a  thousand  pages  of  testimony.  We  have 
heard  testimony,  from  anyone  who 
wanted  to  be  heard  about  it,  before  we 
came  to  a  conclusion.  I  was  defeated, 
but  I  hope  the  Senate  will  pass  the  bill 
as  reported.  It  is  a  proper  bill.  I  may 
say  in  all  kindness,  I  think  it  is  our  duty, 
when  we  are  making  all  these  wonder¬ 
ful  gifts,  to  consider  America  just  a  little. 
I  am  100  percent  American. 

Mr.  JENNER.  That  is  unpopular. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  know  it  is  unpopu¬ 
lar,  but  I  am  100  percent  America,  and  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  stand  for  the  muti¬ 
lated  bill  as  reported.  It  makes  a  sub¬ 
stantial  cut  where  a  cut  ought  to  be  made. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  place  in  the 
Record  a  table  showing  the  reductions 
recommended  by  the  Senate  appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  to  appear  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Senate  committee  reduction  below  House  on 
foreign-aid  appropriation  bill,  1950,  on  a 


12-month  basis  1 

House  bill  for  ECA,  12 

months _  $4,  078,  251,  420 

Senate  committee  bill  for 

ECA,  12  months _  3,  628,  380,  000 


449,  871,  420 

Less  public  debt  transaction.  150,  000,  000 


Senate  committee  reduction 

in  ECA  on  12-month  basis.  299,  871,  420 
Plus  Senate  committee  re¬ 
duction  in  ECA  1949  un¬ 
expended  funds _ _ _  74,  000,  000 


Total,  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  reduction  in 

ECA  funds _  373,871,420 

Plus  Senate  committee  re¬ 
duction  in  assistance  to 

Greece  and  Turkey _  5,  000,  000 

Plus  Senate  committee  re¬ 
duction  in  Government 
and  relief  in  occupied 
areas _  25,  000,  000 


Total,  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  reduction  below 
House  in  Foreign  Aid 
Appropriation  Act, 

1950 _ ^ _  403,  871,  420 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  REDUCTION  BELOW  1960 
BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

Total  budget  estimates,  For¬ 
eign  Aid  Appropriation 

Act,  1950 _ _  $6,  322,  544,  000 

Bill  as  reported  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate _ _ _  5,  673,  724,  000 


748,  820,  000 

Less  public  debt  transaction 
recommended  by  Senate 
committee _ : _  150,  000,  000 


Senate  committee  reduction 
below  1950  budget  esti¬ 
mates  on  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act _  598,  820,  000 

1  Exclusive  of  item  of  $344,000  for  Joint 
Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion,  for  which  there  was  a  budget  estimate 
in  that  amount. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  afraid  my  distinguished  friend  and 
beloved  colleague  from  Tennessee  mis¬ 
understood  my  reference  to  the  bill  on 
which  he  had  done  an  outstanding  job 
of  cutting.  I  did  not  attribute  his  work 
to  the  ECA  bill.  I  said  it  was  in  cutting 
the  military  bill  more  than  a  billion  be¬ 
low  the  House  estimate,  that  I  thought 
he  had  done  a  very  fine  cutting  job  from 
the  standpoint  of  economy.  I  am  sure 
that  statement  will  not  be  successfully 
contradicted.  I  now  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  only 
have  one  more  observation  to  make.  I 
do  not  rise  at  this  time  to  discuss  the 
merits  or  the  demerits  of  the  bill.  I 
may  however  say  I  am  greatly  surprised, 
if  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
McKellar]  lost  a  battle  in  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  seldom  loses  any  battle  in  which  he 
engages. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  was  humiliatingly 
defeated.  I  want  to  acknowledge  it  to 
the  Senate  and  to  the  country — to  the 
world,  for  that  matter,  because  all  the 


world  is  concerned  in  it.  I  think  nearly 
everybody  in  the  world  is  asking  for  some 
money  in  it.  I  admit  I  was  humiliat¬ 
ingly  defeated. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
had  the  Senator  from  Illinois  finished 
with  his  question? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  one  other 
observation,  and  I  am  through.  The 
only  other  point  I  raised  was  in  respect 
to  what  seemed  to  me  to  be  probably  a 
conflicting  viewpoint  on  the  amount  that 
might  be  cut  in  the  event,  for  instance, 
the  Senate  should  adopt  the  amendment 
that  might  be  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas.  The 
Senator  from  Virginia  has  cleared  that' 
up  for  me,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned.  I 
appreciate  it  very  much. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  may,  without  losing  the 
floor,  permit  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
to  yield  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  merely  wanted  to 
say  a  word  in  connection  with  the  reso¬ 
lution  referred  to  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  in  which  I  joined. 
This  bill  contains  many  billion  dollars. 
The  independent  offices  bill  contains 
many  billion  dollars,  and  the  national 
military  bill  contains,  of  course,  any¬ 
where  from  $13,500,000,000  to  $15,500,- 
000,000,  depending  upon  where  we  put 
the  stock-piling  and  other  items.  That 
represents  about  two-thirds  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations  in  bills  on  which  the  Senate 
has  not  yet  acted.  I  am  wondering  what 
a  10-percent  reduction  would  mean,  if  we 
eliminated  those  bills  from  the  purview 
of  the  resolution.  If  we  are  to  eliminate 
from  the  resolution  the  ECA,  I  assume  an 
effort  will  be  made  to  eliminate  the  stock¬ 
piling  and  the  armed  services.  I  assume 
someone  else  will  propose  eliminating  the 
independent  offices.  I  should  like  to 
know  frankly  what  it  is  that  I  am  a  party 
to,  in  connection  with  my  good  friend 
from  Arkansas,  with  respect  to  the  reso¬ 
lution  regarding  a  10-percent  cut,  and 
yet  eliminating  two-thirds  of  the  appro¬ 
priations  to  which  it  could  apply. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  is  asking  me,  I  may  say  noth¬ 
ing  has  been  eliminated  from  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Will  it  apply  to  ECA  ? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  will.  As  the 
resolution  is  now  written.  It  will  apply 
to  ECA.  It  will  apply  to  every  appro¬ 
priation  made.  If  the  amendment  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  able  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  is  adopted  by  the  Senate,  it  will 
still  apply  to  every  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  it  will  apply  to  all  of  them 
alike.  Where  a  cut  has  been  made,  the 
cut  will  be  credited,  and  it  will  there¬ 
fore  reduce  the  amount  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  could  possibly  cut  from  a  particu¬ 
lar  agency. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Could  not  the  Pres¬ 
ident  make  a  further  reduction? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  He  could,  in  his 
discretion,  make  a  further  reduction. 
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There  is  only  one  thing  further  I  should 
like  to  add,  if  the  able  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  will  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  should  be  glad 
to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mention  has  been 
made  here  of  agreements.  I  want  to 
make  this  observation,  that  I  was  pres¬ 
ent  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
when  these  funds  were  cut  and  these  dis¬ 
cussions  were  had.  There  was  no  agree¬ 
ment  that  bound  anyone.  As  I  have 
stated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  for  my 
own  part,  I  felt  the  Congress  should  take 
full  responsibility  for  cutting  the  ECA 
appropriations,  to  whatever  extent  a  cut 
should  be  made.  I  also  felt  that  the  cut 
should  be  credited  against  whatever  au¬ 
thority  to  reduce  expenditures  is  finally 
given  to  the  President.  That  applies  to 
any  cut  the  Congress  may  make  in  this 
or  any  other  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  was  not  the  same  con¬ 
versation  had  in  respect  to  the  reduction 
of  a  certain  amount  and  the  trans¬ 
ferring  of  funds  to  the  Air  Force,  and 
cutting  $400,000,000  additional  from  the 
National  Military  bill,  and  reinstating 
the  amount  contained  in  the  President’s 
budget?  Was  it  not  felt  that  there  was 
a  sufficient  cut? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  there  was 
general  discussion  along  those  lines. 
The  Appropriations  Committee  was 
undertaking  to  make  all  the  cuts  it  could 
possibly  make,  so  far  as  it  had  the  in¬ 
formation,  which  I  think  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  committee  and  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  I  think  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  in  these  bills,  in  good  faith  under¬ 
took  to  make  cuts  where  it  thought  they 
should  properly  be  made  Insofar  as  it 
had  information  to  guide  it. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  There  was  no  agree¬ 
ment  of  any.  kind,  nor  was  there  any 
roll-call  vote  or  any  other  kind  of  vote. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Lest  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  on 
the  military  bill  be  misinterpreted,  let 
me  say  that  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  stated  at  the  time  that  he  in¬ 
tended  to  move  on  the  floor  for  an 
amendment  providing  a  10  percent  cut, 
rather  than  a  cut  of  3  or  3  Va  percent. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Michigan  will  agree  with  me  that 
there  was  a  general  discussion  in  the 
committee. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  the  discussion. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  is  correct.  He  did 
make  that  statement.  I  was  present  and 
heard  it,  and  I  am  glad  to  confirm  it. 
TREATMENT  OF  FARMERS— UNCONDI¬ 
TIONAL  SURRENDER— SITUATION  IN 

GERMANY— AMERICAN  DIPLOMACY 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  intend 
to  vote  against  this  bill  in  its  entirety.  I 
wish  the  Members  of  the  Senate  would 
pay  as  much  attention  to  the  farmers  of 
the  United  States  as  they  pay  to  foreign 
peoples. 
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In  1929,  all  over  the  great  Northwest, 
there  was  a  drought.  Farmers  lost  their 
entire  crops.  They  had  saved  up  some 
money,  so  that  they  had  seed  for  1930. 
In  1930,  1931,  and  1932  there  was  an¬ 
other  total  drought.  Canada  had  a  sim¬ 
ilar  drought  to  that  which  prevailed  in 
the  United  States.  In  some  parts  of  the 
country  the  farmers  received  practically 
nothing  for  the  little  crops  they  had. 

In  1932,  in  some  places,  wheat  sold  for 
19  cents  a  bushel;  oats  for  7  cents  a 
bushel.  In  1928,  1929,  1930,  and  1931,  as 
every  Senator  knows,  a  farm  plan  was 
provided.  All  over  the  Northwest  the 
drought  continued  in  1933,  1934,  1935, 
1936,  and  1937'.  Every  farmer  in  the 
United  States  who  borrowed  money  from 
the  Government  had  to  sign  a  note.  The 
Government  took  a  mortgage  on  every¬ 
thing  the  farmer  had.  I  remember  very 
well  that  some  farmers  had  to  give  a 
mortgage  on  their  chickens,  and  on  the 
eggs  which  the  chickens  laid.  Inspec¬ 
tors  came  out  and  said,  “You  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  have  so  many  eggs."  Since 
away  back  in  1929  until  today  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer  has  been  hounded  by  our 
Government  to  pay  those  debts.  I  re¬ 
member  when  former  Senator  Ship- 
stead,  former  Senator  Nye,  former  Sen¬ 
ator  Wheeler,  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Gurney],  and  the  late  Sen¬ 
ator  Bushfield  joined  together  in  a  bill 
and  endeavored  to  get  relief  from  the  6 
percent  interest.  They  could  not  get  the 
bill  reported  from  the  committee.  They 
succeeded  in  getting  some  small  portions 
reported;  but  they  could  not  get  the  mat¬ 
ter  to  a  vote  upon  the  floor. 

All  over  America  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  taking  estates  left  by 
farmers  who  have  died.  There  are  no 
exemptions,  and  they  take  every  dollar 
the  widows  and  children  have.  Some  of 
my  constituents  are  going  to  the  States 
of  Washington  and  Oregon  and  getting 
jobs  there. 

During  this  session  there  has  been  a 
bill  pending,  which  has  not  yet  been  re¬ 
ported,  to  meet  the  situation.  Repre¬ 
sentative  Burdick  has  a  bill  pending  and 
cannot  get  it  reported  from  the  commit¬ 
tee.  Certainly  we  should  -protect  the 
farmers  who,  during  those  droughts,  had 
faith  in  the  country  and  seeded  their 
crops,  year  after  year,  even  though  they 
had  to  borrow  money  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  Government  was  cruel.  I 
remember  that  200  farmers  met  in  the 
town  of  Cleveland,  and  from  St.  Paul, 
Minn.,  came  a  man  in  charge  of  the  seed 
and  feed  loan.  Those  farmers  paid  ap¬ 
proximately  $2  a  bushel  for  good  seed. 
They  had  a  very  small  crop,  and  part  of 
it  was  shriveled  wheat.  The  collector 
said,  “I  am  going  to  collect  what  is 
owing.”  As  Governor,  I  said,  “Certainly 
you  are  not  going  to  take  away  the  money 
that  had  to  go  to  the  grocery  man  who 
fed  these  people.  You  are  not  going  to 
take  it  away  from  the  doctor  who  has 
been  taking  care  of  them.  These  people 
have  no  coal;  the  children  have  no 
clothes  to  wear  to  school;  their  parents 
have  no  money  with  which  to  buy  books.” 
That  collector  said  to  me,  “We  are  going 
to  take  every  single  dollar.  These  peo¬ 
ple  can  gj  on  relief.” 


I  said,  “Mister,  you  are  mistaken. 
You  are  not  going  to  take  one  single 
penny.” 

We  offered  them  half  the  crop,  and 
they  would  not  accept  it.  I  called  out 
the  militia,  and  they  did  not  take  any 
of  the  crops  in  my  State.  In  one  place, 
where  the.  militia  was  not  called  out,  a 
judge  was  taken  from  behind  his  desk. 

I  remember  what  happened  when  a 
governors’  conference  was  called  in  Des 
Moines,  Iowa.  It  was  called  by  Clyde 
Herring,  and  was  attended  by  11  gover¬ 
nors.  I  saw  many  citizens  of  Iowa,  men 
like  J.  S.  Johnson,  of  Moorhead.  He  said 
his  grandfather  had  filed  on  a  piece  of 
land  75  years  previously,  and  his  father 
had  lived  on  the  place.  He  stood  there 
with  his  toes  sticking  out  of  his  shoes, 
and  wearing  tattered  clothing,  and  said, 
“If  you  want  a  revolution,  you  can  have 
it.  We  are  not  going  to  give  up  our 
crops.” 

We  finally  sent  five  persons  to  Wash¬ 
ington  to  see  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  Mr.  Roosevelt.  When  they  went 
into  the  President’s  office  they  were 
shown  a  telegram  stating  that  in  Wis¬ 
consin  coal  oil  had  been  used  in  six 
creameries  to  prevent  the  making  of 
butter. 

On  the  second  night  of  the  Governors’ 
Conference  in  Iowa  a  group  of  a  few 
hundred  persons  held  a  meeting  and 
said,  “We  are  going  to  burn  the  bridges 
leading  into  Sioux  City.”  They  did.  We 
said  we  were  going  to  give  the  farmer 
some  relief.  Relief  had  been  promised 
them  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  by  the  Congress.  Canada 
canceled  similar  debts  years  ago.  Can¬ 
ada  canceled  every  single  one  of  the  seed 
and  feed  loans  made  to  the  farmers,  but 
in  the  United  States  collectors  are  still 
sent  out  to  collect  money  from  farmers. 
I  say  again  that  this  very  Congress,  the 
Congress  a  year  ago,  2  years  ago,  3  years 
ago,  4  years  ago,  and  so  on,  has  refused 
to  cancel  the  seed  and  feed  liens.  Agents 
of  the  Government  are  taking  the  last 
drop  of  blood  out  of  the  farmers  who 
were  patriotic  enough  to  keep  on  seeding 
crops  and  raising  food. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  thing  that  has  been  said  upon 
this  floor  in  a  long,  long  time  was  said 
by  the  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles]  in  his  maiden  speech  on 
the  12th  of  July.  Certainly  it  is  the  most 
significant  thing,  so  far  as  the  pending 
bill  is  concerned.  The  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  said: 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  refer  briefly  to  the  problem  of  Ger¬ 
many.  Ever  since  VE-day  the  problem  of 
relations  with  the  Soviet  Union  has  so  domi¬ 
nated  our  thinking  that  we  have  given  little 
thought  to  the  problem  of  Germany.  But 
we  should  not  forget  that  the  conditions 
which  brought  Hitler  to  power  are  latent  in 
Germany  today,  even  In  exaggerated  form, 
for  there  are  more  Germans  today  than  ever 
before,  in  a  smaller  Germany.  They  are 
strategically  located  between  the  east  and 
the  west.  They  have  ambitions,  which  I 
hope  and  believe  can  be  worthy,  but  which 
we  know  can  be  evil.  Unless  the  west  can 
provide  the  Germans  with  a  decent  and  hope¬ 
ful  future,  it  is  almost  certain  that  they  will 
develop  a  bargaining  position  between  the 
east  and  the  west,  between  the  Soviet  Union 
and  western  Europe,  out  of  which  could  come 


at  least  a  temporary  Soviet-German  alliance. 
If  that  should  come,  all  our  hopes  and  plans 
for  a  peaceful  and  free  Europe  would  crash  to 
the  ground.  But  70,000,000  Germans  are  too 
many  for  the  comfort  and  the  safety  of  the 
European  members  of  the  Atlantic  commu¬ 
nity  unless  their  security  is  strengthened  by 
the  adhesion  of  the  United  States.  Germany 
can  be  integrated  in  the  west  if  the  west 
includes  the  United  States.  Germans  can¬ 
not  be  safely  integrated  in  the  west,  and 
certainly  they  will  not  be  invited  into  the 
west  if  the  west  does  not  include,  for  secu¬ 
rity  purposes,  the  United  States. 

There  we  have  it  once  more,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  from  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York.  He  says  that  the 
all-important  question  is  Germany.  In 
a  few  days  there  is  to  be  an  election  in 
Germany,  and  we  are  going  to  find  out 
whether  the  Communists  are  to  continue 
to  gain  in  Germany  or  whether  they  are 
not.  General  Clay  says  that  Germany 
is  the  keystone  to  all  of  Europe,  and  that 
whoever  the  Germans  are  with  will  con¬ 
trol  Europe.  The  junior  Senator  from 
New  York  said  practically  the  same 
thing. 

I  may  be  pardoned,  if  I  for  one  say 
that  I  have  not  any  confidence  in  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  of  the 
United  States  Senate.  I  say  that  after 
nine  long  years  of  experience.  I  do  not 
intend  to  go  into  everything  that  has 
happened  during  those  nine  long  years, 
but  time  after  time  after  time  I  have 
seen  Senators  on  this  floor  giving  warn¬ 
ing,  as  Senator  Wheeler  did,  as  to  just 
exactly  what  was  going  to  happen. 
Away  back  in  1945  he  gave  such  a  warn¬ 
ing.  How  well  I  remember  when  he 
made  his  speech  how  Senator  after  Sen¬ 
ator  got  up  and  walked  off  the  floor,  and 
that  not  one  single  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  even  tried 
to  answer  him,  because  they  could  not. 

Then  I  pick  up  the  New  York  Times  of 
this  morning  and  find  that  everything 
Senator  Wheeler  said  was  true,  and  that 
everything  our  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  stood  for  was  wrong,  that  they 
guessed  wrong,  sincere  as  they  may  have 
been.  From  this  morning’s  newspaper 
we  discover  that  in  England  yesterday 
Churchill  and  Bevin  were  in  a  debate.  I 
read  from  the  New  York  Times  of  yes¬ 
terday: 

Mr.  Bevin.  It  began  with  the  declaration 
at  Casablanca  of  unconditional  surrender  on 
which  the  British  Cabinet,  or  any  other  cabi¬ 
net,  never  had  a  chance  to  say  a  word. 

Where  was  our  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  then? 

But  it  did  leave  us  a  Germany  without 
a  law,  without  a  constitution,  and  without 
a  single  person  to  deal  with,  and  without  a 
single  institution  to  grapple  with  the  prob¬ 
lems.  We  have  had  to  build  absolutely  from 
the  bottom  with  nothing  at  all.  We  have 
had  to  build  a  state  with  20,000,000  displaced 
persons  scattered  about  the  whole  show. 

Looking  back  on  it,  I  think  how  those 
military  commanders — to  whom  I  cannot  pay 
too  great  a  tribute — and  their  political  ad¬ 
visers  were  left  with  a  shambles  in  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  the  Germany  which  they  have 
handed  on  to  the  politicians  today. 

Mr.  Churchill.  The  first  time  I  heard 
that  phrase — unconditional  surrender — used 
was  from  the  lips  of  President  Roosevelt. 

Mr.  Bevin.  That  justifies  what  I  said.  I 
do  not  complain.  But  you  will  admit  I  took 
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my  share  of  every  decision  in  the  coalition 
cabinet  and  X  never  heard  of  that  phrase 
until  I  saw  it  in  the  press,  but  if  it  had  ever 
been  put  to  me  as  a  member  of  your  cabi¬ 
net,  I  should  never  had  agreed  to  such  a 
thing.  I  took  it  as  it  was  and  it  is  rather 
bad  for  the  opposition  to  criticize  me  now 
when  I  am  left  with  such  a  shambles. 

Mr.  Churchill.  It  was  made  by  President 
Roosevelt  without  consultation  with  me.  I 
was  there  on  the  spot  and  I  had  rapidly  to 
consider  whether  our  condition  in  the  world 
would  justify  me  in  not  giving  support  to 
him. 

I  did  give  support  but  it  was  not  the  idea 
I  had  formed  in  my  own  mind.  If  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Cabinet  had  considered  these  words 
around  the  table,  they  would  have  advised 
against  it.  But  working  in  a  great  alliance 
and  with  friends  from  across  the  ocean  we 
had  to  accommodate  ourselves.  But  I  can¬ 
not  think  that  great  harm  came  from  that 
particular  phrase. 

(Several  Government  supporters  muttered, 
“Oh,  no.”) 

It  is  a  matter  of  total  indifference  to  me 
whether  you  agree  or  disagree;  but  I  am  not 
at  all  satisfied  that  it  produced  very  evil 
consequences.  But  I  do  not  think  on  the 
whole  that  it  is  a  phrase  which  we  in  our 
cabinet  would  have  used. 

I  would  not  have  arisen  on  this  matter 
had  not  Mr.  Bevin,  feeling  so  uneasy  about 
criticism — from  the  conservatives — plunged 
back  across  the  years  of  history  of  the  war 
and  touched  upon  some  very  large  and  im¬ 
portant  matters  affecting  our  relations  with 
the  United  States  with  a  view  of  throwing 
a  burden  on  me  personally.  Otherwise  there 
could  have  been  no  point  because  I  was  the 
person  responsible  in  these  matters. 

The  phrase  “unconditional  surrender” — 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  show  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  how  former  Senator  Wheeler  begged 
and  pleaded  on  the  floor  of  the  United 
States  Senate  that  we  get  rid  of  the 
phrase  “unconditional  surrender.”  He 
told  the  Senate  exactly  what  would  hap¬ 
pen  if  we  persisted;  that  Germany  would 
become  the  balance  wheel,  would  be  the 
deciding  point  between  England  and 
Russia  in  Europe.  I  shall  read  what 
Senator  Wheeler  said  in  a  little  while. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  proceed¬ 
ings  in  the  House  of  Commons: 

The  phrase  “unconditional  surrender”  was 
not  brought  before  me  or  agreed  to  in  any 
way  before  it  was  uttered  by  our  great  friend 
and  august  and  all-powerful  ally,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States.  But  I  did  agree 
with  him  after  he  said  it,  and  so  reported  to 
the  Cabinet.  Whether,  if  we  had  all  discussed 
this  at  home,  we  should  have  proposed  such 
a  plan  is  another  matter. 

Still,  we  accepted  the  position,  as  he 
thought  it  right  to  do.  I  cannot  feel  there 
can  be  any  separation  of  responsibility  be¬ 
tween  us  in  the  matter,  having  regard  to  the 
long  years  in  which  we  subsequently  acted 
together. 

Mr.  Bevin  used  the  episode  to  suggest  that 
the  difficulties  in  Germany  were  greatly  ag¬ 
gravated  by  the  use  of  this  phrase.  I  am  not 
at  all  sure  that  is  true. 

I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  unless  Hitler 
had  been  murdered  by  some  of  the  plots 
levied  against  him,  by  men  I  can  only  call 
today  patriotic  Germans,  the  situation  would 
have  changed.  He  had  the  strength  and 
vigor  to  carry  on  the  fight — as  it  was  carried 
on — to  the  last  gasp.  He  and  the  band 
of  guilty  men  around  him  were  in  a  position 
where  they  could  not  look  for  any  pardon 
or  safety  for  their  lives  and  would  have 
fought  to  the  death. 

I  have  been  rather  seriously  criticized  by 
Mr.  Bevin  who  tried  to  throw  all  the  discredit 
of  unconditional  surrender  on  me.  If  he 


did  not  mean  that,  he  did  not  mean  any¬ 
thing,  because  he  is  vexed  with  what  was 
said  here. 

There  was  another  matter  to  which  Mr. 
Bevin  referred,  about  which  I  do  not  feel  so 
confident  in  my  conscience  about  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  my  actions.  That  is  the  Morgenthau 
[Henry  Morgenthau  Jr.]  agreement  at  the 
second  [Quebec]  conference. 

It  was  initialed  by  the  President  and  by 
me,  and  it  undoubtedly  proposed  a  treatment 
of  Germany  which  was  a  harsh  treatment  in 
that  it  limited  her  to  an  agricultural  country. 
But  that  was  not  a  decision  taken  over  the 
heads  of  the  Cabinet.  It  was  not  one  that 
ever  reached  the  Cabinet  because  it  was  only 
a  referendum  and  it  was  disapproved  by  the 
State  Department,  on  the  one  hand,  and  by 
my  friends,  and  the  Foreign  Office  on  the 
other,  and  it  just  dropped  on  one  side.  It 
never  required  a  Cabinet  decision  or  had  any 
validity  of  any  kind. 

I  did  not  agree  with  this  paper  for  which  I 
bear,  nonetheless,  a  responsibility,  but  when 
you  are  fighting  for  life  with  a  fierce  enemy 
I  feel  different  toward  him  to  what  I  do  when 
that  enemy  is  beaten  to  the  ground  and 
suing  for  mercy.  Anyhow,  if  the  document 
is  ever  brought  up  to  me  I  shall  certainly  say 
that  I  did  not  agree  with  it  and  I  am  sorry  I 
put  my  initials  to  it.  I  cannot  do  more  than 
that,  but  many  things  happened  with  great 
rapidity.  But  to  say  it  was  done  over  the 
heads  of  the  Cabinet  is  quite  untrue. 

These  two  matters  were  dragged  in  in  order 
to  justify  Mr.  Bevin  in  pursuing  the  policy 
of  dismantling,  and  the  trials  of  the  German 
generals.  I  do  not  think  he  need  have 
brought  such  heavy  artillery  back  from  the 
past  to  fire  on  such  matters.  I  do  not  put 
the  case  with  hostility  against  him. 

Mr.  Bevin  replied: 

I  hope  the  House  will  allow  me  to  make 
an  explanation.  In  the  first  instance,  with 
regard  to  unconditional  surrender,  I  want 
the  House  and  Mr.  Churchill  to  be  clear 
what  I  was  saying  about  the  use  of  that 
phrase  meant  that  the  whole  constitution 
was  smashed  and  military  governors  and  the 
governments  of  the  Allies  have  had  to  build 
right  from  the  bottom  and  I  did  not  think 
that  the  criticism  of  Mr.  Churchill  was  justi¬ 
fied.  He  did  not  take  that  into  account. 

Mr.  President,  here  we  find  Mr. 
Churchill  admitting  he  initialed  the  Mor¬ 
genthau  ‘‘piece  of  paper,”  as  he  calls  it. 
We  find  him  saying  that  insistence  upon 
unconditional  surrender  was  wrong.  So 
I  want  to  go  back  to  what  Senator 
Wheeler  said  upon  the  Senate  floor  on 
January  15,  1945.  How  well  I  remember 
that  day.  Senator  Wheeler  rose,  and 
Senator  after  Senator  walked  out  of  the 
Senate  Chamber.  Senator  Wheeler  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  he  was  called  an 
isolationist  and  that  he  was  hated. 
Among  other  tilings  he  said : 

Mr.  President,  as  I  understand  the  past 
record  of  purposes  set  down  by  ourselves  and 
our  allies,  we  are  not  fighting  this  war  to 
impose  a  peace  of  vengeance  upon  a  con¬ 
quered  people.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me 
that  the  American  people  would  tolerate  for 
one  moment  any  such  brutal  and  savage  pro¬ 
posals  as  those  designed  by  Secretary  Mor¬ 
genthau  for  the  ultimate  treatment  of  the 
German  people  or  the  German  nation.  Let 
me  repeat  what  I  have  said  on  so  many  other 
occasions,  that  in  holding  this  position  I 
hold  no  brief  for  the  Nazi  brutality,  the 
Hitlerian  bestiality  and  savagery.  What  I 
do  hold  is  that  such  terms  will  never  In  a 
thousand  years  bring  peace  to  Europe  or  to 
the  world.  Whatever  our  desires  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  Germany  may  be,  what  we  must  ulti¬ 
mately  consider  is  not  merely  what  we  would 
like  to  do  in  our  madness  with  reference  to 


the  German  people  but  what  will  bring 
about  lasting  peace  in  Europe  and  through¬ 
out  the  world.  Of  course,  when  passions  are 
running  high  in  this  country,  the  popular 
thing  to  do  is  to  let  madness  and  hatreds 
run  away  with  sound  judgment;  but  we  must 
look  beyond  all  that.  We  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  of  all  people,  we  who 
boast  of  our  intelligence  and  our  tolerance, 
must  consider  not  what  we  would  like  to 
see  done  but  what  will  be  the  best  for  the 
future  of  our  own  country  and  of  the  world. 
What  I  believe  is  that  for  the  United  States 
Government  to  permit  the  continued  use  of 
the  basic  proposals  contained  in  the  Mor¬ 
genthau  "brain  child”  as  representing  Amer¬ 
ica's  ultimate  war  and  peace  aim  would  cost 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  American 
lives,  as  well  as  the  lives  of  our  allies. 

That  is  exactly  what  happened,  Mr. 
President.  Thousands  and  thousands  of 
boys  are.  dead  today  because  of  the  slo¬ 
gan  ‘‘unconditional  surrender,”  which 
we  now  find  being  admitted  in  the  House 
of  Commons  as  having  been  wrong. 

Senator  Wheeler  continued: 

Mr.  President,  I  have  read  a  letter  from  a 
soldier  boy  in  France  which  he  had  written 
to  his  uncle,  a  Texas  businessman.  I  am 
sorry  I  do  not  have  the  letter  with  me.  In 
it  the  boy  said,  in  effect.  “The  demand  for 
unconditional  surrender  and  Morgenthau's 
statement  are  making  these  Heinies  fight 
like  hell  from  ditch  to  ditch.”  A  soldier, 
recently  returned  from  Italy,  who  was  in  my 
office  the  other  day  told  me  practically  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  in  lieu  of 
any  basic  agreement  among  the  conquer¬ 
ors  as  to  the  ultimate  treatment  of  Ger¬ 
many,  a  continued  use  of  such  proposals 
will  only  lead  to  slaughter  and  carnage. 
Out  of  this  will  arise  a  savage  underground 
movement  over  which  both  of  our  allies, 
Great  Britain  and  Russia,  will  struggle  for 
favor  or  control.  If  we  do  not  want  Ger¬ 
many  ultimately  to  win  this  war  by  holding 
the  real  balance  in  the  struggle  for  the  con¬ 
trol  of  Europe  between  Britain  and  Russia, 
if  we  do  not  want  ourselves  sucked  into  the 
political,  economic,  and  social  vacuum  which 
will  exist  in  Europe  when  the  fighting  finally 
stops,  we  ought  now  to  agree  upon  con¬ 
structive  and  curative  measures. 

Senator  Wheeler  got  absolutely  noth¬ 
ing.  Senator  Wheeler  continued,  at  an¬ 
other  place: 

On  January  4,  1939,  President  Roosevelt 
warned  this  Nation  that:  “In  a  modern 
civilization,  religion,  democracy,  and  inter¬ 
national  good  faith  complement  each  other. 
Where  freedom  of  religion  has  been  attacked 
the  attack  has  come  from  the  sources  op¬ 
posed  to  democracy.  Where  democracy  has 
been  overthrown,  the  spirit  of  free  worship 
has  disappeared.  And  where  religion  and 
democracy  have  vanished,  good  faith  and 
reason  in  international  affairs  have  given 
way  to  strident  ambition  and  brute  force.” 

He  was  speaking  not  ohly  of  Germany  but 
of  Russia  as  well. 

Senator  Wheeler  continued: 

If  we  remember  that  Germany  and  Russia 
were  engaged  jointly  in  liquidating  Poland 
and  extending  their  spheres  of  influence 
when  the  following  statement  was  made,  we 
shall  have  a  clearer  understanding  of  its 
significance.  Germany  did  not  attack  Rus¬ 
sia  until  June  22,  1941.  Two  months  earlier, 
on  April  24,  1941,  the  former  Secretary  of 
State,  Mr.  Hull,  replied  to  those  who  were 
asking  whether  peace  could  not  be  made 
with  the  dictators. 

By  the  way,  Mr.  Hull  also  did  not  agree 
with  the  Morgenthau  plan.  He  came 
out  openly  and  stated  that  he  was  op- 
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posed  to  the  slogan  “unconditional  sur¬ 
render.’’ 

Mr.  Hull  replied  to  those  who  were  ask¬ 
ing  whether  peace  could  not  be  made 
with  the  dictators. 

Senator  Wheeler  continued : 

The  following  statement  was  directed  not 
only  against  Hitler,  but  at  Stalin  as  well.  I 
quote : 

“I  wish  it  were  possible.  But  one  obstinate 
fact  stands  in  the  way.  One  of  the  contend¬ 
ing  groups  not  only  does  not  wish  peace,  as 
we  understand  peace,  but  literally  does  not 
believe  in  peace.  That  group  uses  the  word,  it 
is  true — as  it  was  used  by  the  aggressor  at 
the  time  of  the  Munich  arrangement  of  1938. 
Peace  to  that  group  is  merely  a  convenient 
cloak  for  a  continuing  undeclared,  under¬ 
cover  war,  as  France  and  many  other  nations 
to  their  misery  have  discovered.  Behind  the 
deceptive  protection  of  the  word  “peace”  the 
rulers  of  that  group  accumulate  vast  striking 
forces.  They  infiltrate  shock  troops  disguised 
as  peaceful  travelers  and  businessmen.  They 
set  up  organizations  for  spying,  sabotage,  and 
propaganda.  They  endeavor  to  sow  hatred 
and  discord.  They  use  every  tool  of  economic 
attack,  bribery,  corruption,  and  local  disturb¬ 
ance  to  weaken  the  countries  with  which 
they  are  at  peace  until  a  military  movement 
can  easily  complete  the  task  of  subjugation. 
That  kind  of  a  peace  is  nothing  more  than  a 
trap — a  trap  into  which  many  nations  fell 
in  earlier  phases  of  this  movement  for  world 
conquest  when  its  true  nature  was  not  un¬ 
derstood.  Indeed  the  dictator  nations  make 
no  secret  of  their  plans.  They  scornfully 
state  their  ideas,  arrogantly  confident  that 
the  law-abiding  nations  will  not  take  them 
seriously — until  it  is  too  late  successfully  to 
resist  them.” 

On  June  22,  1941,  when  Germany  marched 
against  Russia,  Mr.  Churchill  said  in  offering 
aid  to  the  beleaguered  Soviets: 

“No  one  has  been  a  more  consistent  op¬ 
ponent  of  communism  than  I  have  been  in 
the  last  25  years.  I  will  unsay  no  word  that 
I  have  spoken  against  it.” 

Senator  Wheeler  continued: 

It  is  not  unrealistic  for  me  to  warn  of  the 
tragic  consequences  to  our  civilization  if 
this  war  ends  up  in  a  struggle  for  the  domi¬ 
nation  of  Europe  by  one  or  two  great  powers. 
It  is  not  unrealistic  for  me  to  protest  the 
continuation  on  the  part  of  my  own  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  my  own  people  of  policies 
which  our  whole  history  proves  will  lead  to 
disaster. 

Now  we  have  it,  Mr.  President.  Every 
country  is  broke.  Were  ever  words  more 
prophetic  than  those  of  Senator  Wheeler 
upon  that  occasion?  Now,  after  we  have 
given  them  many  billions  of  dollars,  we 
are  going  to  give  them  $6,000,000,000 
more.  Mind  you,  these  are  the  same 
people  who,  after  World  War  I  made  fun 
of  Mr.  Wilson.  They  not  only  made  fun 
of  him,  but  were  so  obnoxious  that  four 
of  the  men  who  went  with  Mr.  Wilson 
resigned  from  the  Peace  Commission, 
Lansing  being  one  of  them.  The  French 
and  English  were  not  concerned  about  a 
decent  peace  at  that  time. 

Senator  Wheeler  continued : 

There  are  those  who  are  irritated  that  I 
should  continue  to  fight  against  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  power  politics,  both  actual  and 
threatened,  into  the  so-called  peace.  They 
want  to  get  on  with  the  bloody  business 
and  be  done  with  this  folderol.  To  them 
again  I  say  for  us  such  a  course  is  sheer 
madness.  This  would  mean  that  we  would 
have  to  start  immediately  playing  power 
politics  according  to  the  1945  pattern.  We 


would  be  compelled  to  organize  resistance 
groups  and  to  interfere  in  the  internal  affairs 
of  governments  and  nations  with  brute  force 
the  world  around. 

How  true,  Mr.  President.  Only  a  few 
months  ago  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Gurney] 
stood  upon  the  floor  of  the  Senate  advo¬ 
cating  universal  military  training  and 
selective  service,  to  send  troops  to  every 
country  in  the  world  except  Australia. 
That  was  exactly  what  Senator  Wheeler 
was  talking  about  on  January  15,  1945. 

At  the  present  time  we  have  a  small 
but  brave  group  in  the  Senate,  headed  by 
such  brave  men  as  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins],  the  Senators  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Donnell  and  Mr.  Kem], 
and  others,  reasoning  as  Senator  Wheeler 
did  in  1945.  We  have  seen  the  same 
smugness  which  we  have  previously  wit¬ 
nessed  on  the  part  of  certain  Senators 
who  have  not  been  informed  about 
secret  commitments,  and  do  not  know 
anything  about  them.  I  remember  that 
when  the  President  came  back  from  Eu¬ 
rope  and  addressed  Congress  he  stated 
that  there  were  no  secret  commitments. 
Afterward  we  found  that  there  were. 
No  Senator  who  voted  here  yesterday 
knows  anything  about  secret  commit¬ 
ments.  We  tried  to  find  out  a  few 
months  ago.  Even  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vanden- 
berg],  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  stated  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  at  that  time  that 
he  did  not  know  about  any  secret  com¬ 
mitments. 

The  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles]  says  we  must  have  Ger¬ 
many.  How  badly  they  want  Germany 
now.  Do  Senators  remember  when  the 
war  was  over,  when  33,000,000  Americans 
of  German  ancestry  wanted  to  hear 
about  their  fathers  and  mothers  in  the 
old  country?  They  could  not  even  send 
a  letter.  Month  after  month  went  by, 
and  they  could  not  even  send  a  letter. 
Thirty-three  million  Americans  of  Ger¬ 
man  ancestry  could  not  send  money  over 
to  their  starving  kinfolk. 

Finally  we  got  a  resolution  through 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  providing  that  an  American  citi¬ 
zen  could  send  money,  clothing,  or  food 
to  his  relatives  across  the  water.  That 
resolution  was  held  up  month  after 
month  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate.  It  was  referred  to 
a  subcommittee.  So  far  as  I  know  the 
subcommittee  has  not  reported  to  this 
day.  At  long  last  we  got  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Department  to  allow  22  pounds  to 
be  sent  in  one  package.  In  the  month  of 
October  last  year  the  American  people 
sent  41,000,000  pounds  in  1  month.  That 
is  what  the  American  people  thought 
about  the  attitude  of  our  Government. 
So  far  as  I  know,  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  did  nothing  about  it. 

On  January  15,  1945,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  pro¬ 
pounded  a  question  to  Senator  Wheeler: 

Mr.  Pepper.  The  second  question  is,  Does 
the  Senator  see  no  distinction  between  the 
character  and  the  location  of  the  Russian 
Government  and  the  Russian  people,  and  of 
Germany,  with  respect,  for  example,  to  the 


danger  to  this  country  they  might  consti¬ 
tute  as  a  dominant  power  in  Europe? 

Senator  Wheeler  replied: 

Mr.  Wheeler.  I  shall  take  that  up;  I  am 
coming  to  it,  and  I  have  the  answer  to  the 
Senator’s  question.  It  is  not  my  Answer  to  it, 
but  the  answer  given  by  the  British  them¬ 
selves — what  they  think  about  it. 

It  is  not  unrealistic  for  me  to  warn  of  the 
tragic  consequences  to  our  civilization  if  this 
war  ends  up  in  a  struggle  for  the  domination 
of  Europe  by  one  or  two  great  powers.  It  is 
not  unrealistic  for  me  to  protest  a  continua¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  my  own  government  and 
my  own  people  of  policies  which  our  whole 
history  proves  will  lead  to  disaster. 

There  are  those  who  are  irritated  that  I 
should  continue  to  light  against  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  power  politics,  both  actual  and 
threatened,  into  the  so-called  peace.  They 
want  to  get  on  with  the  bloody  business  and 
be  done  with  this  fol-de-rol.  To  that  again 
I  say  for  us  such  a  course  is  sheer  madness. 

This  was  said  4  years  ago. 

This  would  mean  that  we  would  have  to 
start  immediately  playing  power  politics  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  1945  pattern.  We  would  be 
compelled  to  organize  resistance  groups  and 
to  interfere  in  the  internal  affairs  of  gov¬ 
ernments  and  nations  with  brute  force,  the 
world  around.  We  would  have  to  start  an¬ 
nexing  territories,  changing  boundaries,  de¬ 
porting  or  liquidating  populations — 

Mr.  President,  5,000,000  white  people 
were  doomed  to  slavery  by  the  agreement 
at  Potsdam.  What  a  prophet  Senator 
Wheeler  was — 

and  defying  the  will  of  masses  of  people 
among  our  friends  and  enemies  alike.  We 
would  have  to  go  in  for  bigger  and  more 
horrible  concentration  camps,  newer  and 
more  terriple  G.  P.  U.’s  and  Gestapos,  sup¬ 
pressing  all  news  and  communications,  dis¬ 
torting  truth,  and  fouling  our  sacred  honor, 
until,  struggling  to  hold  high  the  ever- 
weakening  hands  of  Britain,  we  finally  came 
to  death  grips  with  Soviet  Russia.  If  we 
really  want  to  commit  national  suicide,  that 
is  the  road  down  which  to  travel  from  here 
on  out. 

Surely  my  colleagues  have  not  forgotten 
the  slogan  of  “All  aid,  short  of  war,  to  our 
allies.”  On  December  29,  1940,  the  President 
set  the  theme  for  America’s  role  as  the  arsenal 
of  democracy  when  he  said: 

“In  a  military  sense  Great  Britain  and  the 
British  Empire  are  today  the  spearhead  of 
resistance  to  world  conquest.” 

Sir  Harold  MacKinder,  in  founding  the 
science  of  geopolitics  during  the  last  war, 
issued  the  solemn  warning  of  what  would 
happen  to  England  if  any  nation  finally  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  annexing  Poland.  His  thesis  is 
simply  this:  Whoever  would  control  Europe 
must  control  eastern  Europe,  the  key  to  which 
is  Poland.  Whoever  controls  Poland  controls 
eastern  Europe.  Whoever  controls  eastern 
Europe  controls  Europe.  Whoever  controls 
Europe  controls  the  great  Eurasian  island, 
and  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  I  quote  from  an  article 
printed  in  the  September  1943  issue  of  the 
Nineteenth  Century  and  After.  The  editor, 
Mr.  F.  A.  Voigt,  said: 

"To  be  master  of  eastern  Europe  is,  there¬ 
fore,  to  be  master  of  all  Europe.  If  England 
were  to  abdicate  in  eastern  Europe,  she  would 
be  abdicating  in  all  Europe.  Such  a  policy 
would  lead  to  her  Isolation;  it  would  destroy 
the  British  ascendancy  in  the  Near  and 
Middle  East.  It  would,  by  placing  the  Bal¬ 
kans  and  the  Straits  under  the  domination 
of  one  power,  bring  the  British  command 
of  the  Mediterranean  to  an  end.  It  would 
isolate  Turkey  and  eliminate  British  influ- 
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ence  in  Iraq  and  in  Iran,  and  threaten  the 
security  of  India  and  of  the  Persian  Gulf. 
It  -would  compel  England  to  reconsider  her 
attitude  toward  Germany.” 

Mr.  President,  there  are  those  who  are 
now  so  heartily  sick  of  the  terrible  prob¬ 
lems  and  conflicts  arising  out  of  this  war, 
into  which  they  so  idealistically  precipitated 
America,  that  they  are  openly  urging  that 
we  let  Europe  fall  into  the  hands  of  Stalin. 
Perhaps  that  would  be  best  from  our  stand¬ 
point.  They  argue  in  this  vein,  ‘‘England 
and  France  have  never  been  able  to  prevent 
the  outbreak  of  war  in  Europe.  Let  Stalin 
try  his  hand.”  To  them  I  would  say,  in 
the  words  of  another,  they  “are  now  willing 
to  settle  for  a  nickel  on  a  dollar  and  they 
are  not  so  sure  but  what  even  the  nickel  is 
plugged.”  Certainly  if  America  wants  to 
gain  the  everlasting  enmity  of  350,000,000 
people  in  Europe,  and  not  only  in  Europe  but 
throughout  the  world,  this  is  the  way  to 
do  it,  because  if  we  agreed  to  such  a  sugges¬ 
tion  what  people  on  the  face  of  the  globe 
could  have  any  faith  or  confidence  in  any¬ 
thing  the  American  people  might  ever  say 
or  ever  do? 

There  are  those,  on  the  other  hand,  Mr. 
President,  who  declare  that  Mr.  Stalin  has 
changed  his  tune  and  his  intentions.  Say 
they,  “Mr.  Stalin  does  not  want  to  take  over 
Europe.  He  has  too  much  else  on  his  hands 
and  mind.”  To  them  I  would  say  this  is  the 
most  unrealistic  interpretation  of  the  his¬ 
tory  I  have  documented  that  could  be 
imagined.  Whether  Mr.  Stalin  has  changed 
his  mind  or  not,  the  fact  remains  that  the 
present  situation  in  Europe  is  disintegrat¬ 
ing  morally,  socially,  and  economically  and 
politically  to  such  an  extent  it  is  now  obvious 
that  the  whole  tragic  European  situation  has 
gotten  out  of  hand.  Europe  is  being  forced 
into  Mr.  Stalin’s  embrace  whether  he  wants 
it  or  not.  Compare  the  scene  that  now  con¬ 
fronts  us  in  Europe  with  the  picture  drawn 
by  President  Roosevelt  on  the  Axis  “now 
order,”  when  he  said  on  December  29,  1940: 

“The  proposed  new  order  is  the  very  op¬ 
posite  of  a  United  States  of  Europe  or  a 
United  States  of  Asia.  It  is  not  a  govern¬ 
ment  based  on  the  consent  of  the  governed. 
It  is  not  a  union  of  ordinary,  self-respecting 
men  and  women  to  protect  themselves  and 
their  freedom  and  their  dignity  from  oppres¬ 
sion.  It  is  an  unholy  alliance  of  power  and 
pelf  to  dominate  the  human  race.” 

Again  I  say,  Mr.  President,  it  is  my  studied 
conviction  that  whether  we  or  our  allies  have 
deliberately  intended  such  an  outcome  to 
this  war  or  not,  for  us  to  continue  down  the 
road  we  are  going  will  make  such  an  outcome 
inevitable.  Certainly  no  more  personal  par¬ 
leys  on  the  part  of  three  men,  no  more  secret 
agreements,  no  more  secret  or  open  exten¬ 
sions  of  spheres  of.  influence,  no  more  iden¬ 
tification  of  our  desperate  military  necessi¬ 
ties  with  ulterior  political  purposes  on  the 
part  of  ourselves  or  of  our  allies  can  possibly 
correct  the  present  mortal  errors  we  are  now 
committing. 

SIX -POINT  STATEMENT  OF  PEACE  AIMS 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  at  this  time  to  urge 
upon  my  colleagues  with  all  the  strength  of 
conviction  at  my  command  support  of  the 
principles  contained  in  the  resolution  (S. 
Res.  8)  submitted  by  me  on  January  6,  1945, 
as  embodying  the  bases  upon  which  a  peace 
of  decency,  justice,  and  sanity  can  be  sal¬ 
vaged  from  this  terrible  war. 

The  first  principle  reads  as  follows : 

"The  adoption  of  a  universal  bill  of  rights 
to  safeguard  the  inalienable  rights  of  every 
Individual  regardless  of  race,  class,  or  reli¬ 
gious  belief.” 

Mr.  President,  I  am  certain  that  in  urging 
the  acceptance  of  this  principle  I  am  not 
speaking  in  behalf  of  a  “discredited  minor¬ 
ity.”  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  map  titled  "Move¬ 
ments  of  Non-German  Populations  in  Eu¬ 
rope,”  published  by  the  International  Labor 


Office,  Montreal,  Canada,  in  1943.  Herein  is 
contained  a  general  outline  of  the  most  ter¬ 
rifying  and  staggering  mass  deportation, 
evacuations,  and  repatriations  that  history 
records.  The  fate  of  millions  is  at  stake. 

On  August  14,  1944,  the  American  Jewish 
Conference,  consisting  of  delegates  from  63 
Jewish  organizations,  in  a  memorandum  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Secretary  of  State  Stettinius,  urged 
the  incorporation  of  an  international  bill  of 
rights  in  any  postwar  security  system  that 
the  four-power  parley  at  Dumbarton  Oaks 
might  conceive.  The  memorandum  pointed 
to  “the  total  disregard  of  civilized  concepts, 
of  individual  human  rights  on  the  part  of 
some  states,”  and  asserted  that  “herein  lie 
the  roots  of  the  international  anarchy  that 
contributed  to  the  assault  of  the  Axis  Powers 
on  the  civilized  world.” 

On  October  7,  1943,  the  Federal  Council 
of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  America,  the 
National  Catholic  Welfare  Council,  and  the 
Synagogue  Council  of  America  issued  a  joint 
statement  titled  “Pattern  for  Peace,”  the 
second  principle  of  which  declares: 

“The  rights  of  the  individual  must  be  as¬ 
sured — the  dignity  of  the  human  person  as 
the  image  of  God  must  be  set  forth  in  all  its 
essential  implications  in  an  international 
declaration  of  rights  and  be  vindicated  by 
the  positive  action  of  national  governments 
and  international  organization.  States  as 
well  as  individuals  must  repudiate  racial,  re¬ 
ligious,  or  other  discrimination  in  violation 
of  those  rights.” 

Recently  the  American  Jewish  Committee 
issued  a  statement  containing  a  six-point 
declaration  of  human  rights  that  urges 
promulgation  of  an  international  bill  of 
rights  to  guarantee  individual  liberties 
throughout  the  world,  This  statement  has 
been  signed  by  1,326  distinguished  Americans 
of  all  faiths.  Vice  President  Wallace,  Supreme 
Court  Justices  Roberts  and  Murphy,  A.  F.  of 
L.  President  William  Green,  CIO  President 
Philip  Murray,  Gov.  Thomas  E.  Dewey,  and 
Sidney  Hillman,  as  well  as  numerous  Sena¬ 
tors  and  Representatives  and  348  church 
leaders  are  listed  among  the  signers. 

Mr.  President,  this  map  to  which  I  have 
referred  indicates  that  not  only  Germany 
but  also  our  associate  Russia  has  been  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  tragic  plight  of  vast  num¬ 
bers  of  so-called  liberated  peoples.  Among 
the  deportations  attributed  to  Russia  we  find 
the  following:  61,000  Estonians,  60,000  Lat¬ 
vians,  66,000  Lithuanians,  and  1,500,000  Poles, 
Jews,  and  others  from  Poland,  all  of  whom 
have  been  forcibly  removed  from  their  homes 
and  their  countries.  From  the  meager  re¬ 
ports  that  trickle  through  to  us  from  Rus¬ 
sian-occupied  territories,  we  know  only  too 
well  that  under  the  present  armistice  terms 
now  being  forced  upon  the  countries  of  east¬ 
ern  Europe,  one  by  one,  thousands  upon 
thousands  more  human  beings  are  being  sub¬ 
jected  to  the  terrors  of  a  ruthless  conqueror. 
Let  us  remind  ourselves  again  of  what  Wood- 
row  Wilson  said,  “No  right  exists  anywhere 
to  hand  peoples  about  from  potentate  to  po¬ 
tentate  as  if  they  were  property.”  Unless 
there  can  be  reestablished  immediately  a 
minimum  of  humanitarian  principles  to 
which  the  Allies  will  pledge  themselves  as  a 
basis  for  rectifying  the  evils  already  com¬ 
mitted,  this  war  will  prove  a  hideous  mockery 
so  far  as  liberation  of  the  suffering  people 
of  Europe  is  concerned.  There  can  be  no 
better  way  to  assure  the  world  of  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  Russia’s  intention  toward  liberated 
people  than  for  Mr.  Stalin  to  act  now  in  the 
name  of  the  Russian  people  in  order  to  has¬ 
ten  the  realization  of  simple  and  basic  hu¬ 
manitarian  laws  upon  which  to  rebuild  the 
social  order  of  Europe.  Certainly,  we  are 
convinced  that  the  European  peoples  take 
no  greater  delight  in  ruthless  treatment,  in¬ 
humanities,  or  murder,  whether  perpetuated 
by  ourselves  or  our  allies,  than  they  take  in 
Nazi  atrocities.  Would  it  be  too  much  to 
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expect  that  they  were  entitled  to  something 
more  from  their  liberators?  Personally  I  am 
convinced  there  is  no  possible  moral  ground 
upon  which  Americans  can  condone  their 
associates  and  allies  for  doing  what  they 
condemn  in  others. 

The  Washington  Post  of  December  13  car¬ 
ried  an  Associated  Press  dispatch  of  Decem¬ 
ber  12  from  London,  which  reads,  in  part: 

“There  is  a  growing  belief  in  diplomatic 
quarters  that  Russia’s  proposals,  when  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  European  Advisory  Commission, 
would  suggest  that  several  million  Germans 
be  sent  to  the  Soviet  to  help  in  the  recon¬ 
struction  of  that  country.” 

I  am  informed  that  at  least  under  Nazi 
occupation  the  Polish  people  carried  on  a 
desperate  underground  opposition  to  their 
conquerors,  but  that  under  the  alleged  Rus¬ 
sian  liberation  even  a  great  many  of  the  un¬ 
derground  forces  have  been  liquidated  or 
sent  to  concentration  camps. 

Surely  the  fanatical  German  resistance 
now  adding  to  the  already  terrible  casual¬ 
ties  of  our  own  American  boys  is  not  lessened 
by  the  realization  of  the  fate-Jbeing  visited 
upon  one  of  our  allies  by  another  alleged  ally 
even  before  the  war  is  over. 

At  another  point  Senator  Wheeler 
said: 

If  the  Senator — 

Referring  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas] — 
is  familiar  with  the  resolution  and  has  read 
it,  he  would  know  what  it  proposes  is  to 
have  the  United  States  Senate  go  on  record 
as  favoring  the  things  it  sets  forth.  I  felt, 
and  feel  now,  that  if  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate  went  on  record  as  favoring  these  things, 
it  would  have  a  profound  effect  upon  Russia 
and  I  hope  it  would  have  a  profound  effect 
upon  England,  and  the  British  Empire. 

On  February  22,  1944,  the  Times,  of  Lon¬ 
don,  said— and  I  should  like  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  this: 

“Unless  shattered  and  dismembered  Eu¬ 
rope  can  find  some  new  vision  that  looks 
forward  rather  than  back,  some  leadership 
bold  enough  to  survey  her  needs  and  prob¬ 
lems  as  a  whole,  the  civilization  will  surely 
perish.  To  blot  out  Germany  from  among 
the  nations  of  Europe  wculd  be  neither  prac- 
tic.  1  nor  morally  acceptable  to  the  civilized 
world.  Germany  cannot  be  allowed  to  be¬ 
come  a  cancer  at  the  heart  of  the  European 
organism.” 

The  London  Times  is  probably  the  most 
influential  publication  in  England  and  is 
generally  recognized  as  speaking  for  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Foreign  Office. 

On  March  26,  1944,  the  Archbishop  of  Can¬ 
terbury  and  free  church  leaders  in  England 
offered  an  eight-point  program  for  peace 
and  a  warning  against  “breaches  of  basic 
human  rights  in  dealing  with  Germany.” 
Said  they: 

“We  must  not  lend  ourselves  in  a  mood 
of  vengefulness  to  breaches  of  basic  human 
rights  or  the  punitive  measures  against  the 
entire  German  people,  which  will  be  repudi¬ 
ated  as  unjust  by  later  generations  or  will 
permanently  frustrate  hopes  of  peace  and 
unity  in  Europe.” 

On  June  1  Pope  Pius  XII,  who,  I  presume, 
was  speaking  for  a  "discredited  minority,” 
declared: 

“No  just  peace  can  be  reached  if  the  victor 
would  by  force  of  arms  dictate  the  terms. 
A  just  policy  has  to  give  the  defeated  nation 
a  dignified  place.” 

On  June  26  Mr.  Raymond  Moley  wrote: 

‘The  trouble  with  unconditional  surrender 
as  an  objective  is  that  few  Americans  or 
Britons  really  believe  that  surrender  can  be 
without  conditions,  while  to  Germans  the 
slogan  means  that  there  will  be  no  distinc¬ 
tions  in  punishment  among  the  elements  in 
G  rmany.  To  them  it  means  that  the  Nazi 
Party,  the  army,  and  the  mass  of  the  people 
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are  to  suffer  equally,  which  can  have  no  effect 
beyond  tying  together  80,000,000  Germans  in 
a  desperate  unity.” 

On  July  29  the  London  Economist  carried 
the  following  warning: 

“Unconditional  surrender  is  becoming  a 
policy  of  drift,  of  wait  and  see,  of  reliance 
on  what  may  turn  up.  But  the  drift  of 
events  may  carry  Germany,  Europe,  and  the 
grand  alliance  itself  to  a  very  different  con¬ 
clusion  from  the  one  the  Allies  desire.  It 
may  carry  them  to  a  military  stalemate  or 
prolonged  fighting,  and  then  to  divided  coun¬ 
sels  and  Allied  disputes.  No  policy  for  Ger¬ 
many  means  no  policy  for  peace.” 

Of  course,  in  the  mind  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  the  London  Economist  speaks  for 
a  “discredited  minority.” 

Senator  Wheeler  also  said: 

In  the  same  month  of  July  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  of  Denver  Univer¬ 
sity  polling  the  48  States  on  the  subject  of 
whether  Americans  should  help  to  put  Ger¬ 
many  back  on  her  industrial  feet,  even  at 
the  cost  of  continued  rationing  at  home,  re¬ 
ports  that  64  percent  or  nearly  a  two-thirds 
majority  of  the  American  people,  believe  we 
should  follow  this  course.  The  research 
center  comments: 

“They  hold  this  view  because,  in  the  long 
run,  this  country  would  benefit  from  such  a 
policy,  and  because  the  announcement  that 
such  help  would  be  forthcoming  might  speed 
the  German  surrender.” 

I  presume  the  64  percent,  according  to 
the  National  Opinion  Research  Center  cf 
Denver  University,  represents  a  discredited 
minority. 

■  I  quote  from  a  war  correspondent  of  the 
New  York  Sun,  Gault  MacGowan,  who  wrote 
as  far  back  as  August  14: 

“Our  terms  to  Hitler  are  unconditional 
surrender,  and  only  that  prevents  a  military 
demand  for  an  armistice.  Despite  the  drastic 
bombings  of  German  cities,  the  destruction 
of  thousands  of  German  homes  and  build¬ 
ings,  and  the  anxiety  of  the  German  people 
to  see  the  end  of  the  war,  the  Gestapo  won’t 
let  them  demonstrate  for  peace  or  raise  a 
questioning  voice  against  their  Fuehrer’s 
unchallengeable  wisdom.  Such  are  my  im¬ 
pressions  of  the  situation  tonight.  It  is  no 
longer  a  military  problem  but  a  political 
one.” 

Not  only  has  this  man  said  that,  but  I 
have  talked  with  military  leaders  in  this 
country  who  have  said  identically  the  same 
thing. 

•  Life  magazine  on  August  21  carried  the 
same  message  from  John  Scott,  a  Time  and 
Life  correspondent: 

■  “The  future  looks  blacker  day  by  day  but 
those  inside  Germany  who  want  peace  and 
not  national  si  icide  are  hindered  rather  than 
helped  by  the  Allies.  The  Anglo-American 
attitude  is  still  expressed  by  our  determined 
adherence  to  the  unconditional  surrender 
formula,  with  which  has  been  coupled  a 
reluctance  to  make  any  concrete  promise  to 
any  German  opposition  group.  As  a  result, 
the  complaint  is  made  that  any  opposition 
group  attempting  to  overthrow  Hitler  and 
make  peace  with  western  powers  has  no  basic 
program  on  which  it  can  talk  convincingly 
to  the  German  people.  The  Russians  on  the 
other  hand,  indirectly  offer  the  German 
people  that  Germany  won’t  be  destroyed  and 
that  the  German  Army  won’t  be  destroyed. 
It  has  resulted  in  a  pro-Russia  orientation 
among  a  growing  number  of  Germans  who, 
all  other  things  being  equal,  would  be  much 
more  inclined  to  be  pro-Anglo-American  and 
pro-democratic." 

Mr.  President,  I  may  say  that  only  2 
months  ago  in  New  York  City,  I  met  with 
twenty-odd  leaders  of  German  industry 
who  were  sent  to  the  United  States  by 
General  Clay.  I  asked  them  what  their 


opinion  of  conditions  in  Germany  was. 
They  said,  “When  the  war  was  over,  the 
Americans  were  considered  in  the  light  of 
welcomed  heroes,  and  the  people  liked 
them.  But  today  it  is  just  a  fifty-fifty 
proposition.” 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  going  to  quote 
from  Dorothy  Thompson  and  other  col¬ 
umnists  and  writers  whose  articles  are 
here,  but  I  simply  want  to  say  it  is  signifi¬ 
cant  that  immediately  after  Senator 
Wheeler  concluded  upon  that  occasion, 
other  Senators  took  up  the  same  line  of 
argument,  the  senior  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  being  one  of  those  who  felt  as 
Senator  Wheeler  and  some  of  the  other 
Senators  felt. 

On  March  26, 1949,  speaking  at  a  testi¬ 
monial  dinner,  sponsored  jointly  by  the 
National  Council  of  Clergymen  and  Lay¬ 
men  and  the  Pastorius  Unit  of  the  Steu¬ 
ben  Society  of  America,  I  said: 

Four  years  after  the  end  of  the  war,  we  find 
ourselves  further  away  from  the  attainment 
of  peace  than  ever.  We  are  definitely  moving 
in  the  wrong  direction. 

What  else  could  we  expect?  For  the  past 
decade,  the  American  people  have  allowed  two 
American  Presidents  to  make  a  miserable 
mockery  of  our  constitutional  prohibitions 
against  secret  foreign  agreements. 

How  well  I  remember  that  President 
Wilson  came  out  for  pitiless  publicity. 
How  well  I  remember  that  he  was  ac¬ 
claimed  all  over  the  United  States.  I 
suppose  President  Wilson  was  at  the  very 
height  of  his  power,  certainly  he  was  at 
the  peak  of  his  popularity,  when  he  de¬ 
manded  pitiless  publicity  and  an  end  to 
secret  diplomacy. 

I  further  said : 

In  addition,  an  aroused  opposition  has 
been  paralyzed  and  intimidated  by  vicious 
propaganda.  That  is  why  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  have  permitted  three  national  political 
campaigns  to  go  by  without  compelling  the 
political  leaders  of  either  party  to  make  these 
outrageous  Presidential  betrayals  of  Ameri¬ 
can  principles  a  central  campaign  issue. 

As  a  result,  for  years  now  Congress  has 
been  pressured  into  signing  blank  checks, 
which  have  been  filled  in  by  the  outrageous 
betrayals  of  power  politicians  and  which  are 
going  to  have  to  be  redeemed  by  what  re¬ 
mains  of  America’s  blood,  treasure,  and  tra¬ 
dition,  if  the  American  people  are  not 
aroused  to  immediate  action. 

The  most  terrifying  proof  of  this  fact  lies 
in  America’s  outrageous  treatment  of  the 
vanquished  German-speaking  peoples. 

How  well  I  remember  the  speech  made 
by  President  Roosevelt  on  October  23, 
1943,  in  which  he  said,  “We  are  not  fight¬ 
ing  the  German  people.  We  are  not 
fighting  the  German  women  or  the  Ger¬ 
man  children.  We  are  fighting  Hitler. 
As  soon  as  Hitler  is  defeated  we  are  going 
to  take  care  of  these  people.  I  believe 
that  when  the  President  made  that  state¬ 
ment,  at  that  time,  he  actually  spoke  in 
good  faith.  Anyone  who  reads  Cordell 
Hull’s  memoirs  can  come  to  no  other 
conclusion.  I  suggest  that  if  any  Sena¬ 
tor  has  not  read  that  book  he  should  read 
the  part  of  it  dealing  with  what  can  only 
be  denominated  as  the  outrageous,  be¬ 
trayal  of  Henry  Morgenthau,  Jr.,  which 
was  referred  to  yesterday  by  Mr.  Church¬ 
ill  when  in  the  House  of  Commons  he 
said  he  was  sorry  he  initialed  the  Mor¬ 
genthau  agreement. 


I  continued: 

If  American  statesmen  had  deliberately  de¬ 
signed  these  policies  to  betray  western  civ¬ 
ilization  into  the  hands  of  Russia,  they 
couldn’t  have  done  a  more  effective  job. 
They  permitted  the  savage  Morgenthau  plan 
to  be  imposed  on  Germany — a  plan  that  was 
conceived  in  vengeance  and  dedicated  to  the 
proposition  that  all  German  men,  women, 
and  children  are  guilty  of  the  most  heinous 
crimes  until  they  can  prove  themselves  inno¬ 
cent  before  a  stacked  jury.  They  permitted 
the  destruction  of  Germany  and  the  aban¬ 
donment  of  the  German  underground  in 
order  to  turn  Russia  loose  as  the  major  victor 
power  in  control  of  Berlin.  At  the  same 
time  they  permitted  our  American  soldiers 
and  military  government  to  be  trapped  in  a 
virtual  Russian  prison. 

These  same  leaders  did  not  even  provide 
safeguards  for  American  occupation  forces 
either  to  get  in  or  to  get  out  of  Berlin. 
Instead,  they  blundered  us  into  a  position 
where  the  American  taxpayer  has  been  spend¬ 
ing  a  billion  dollars  a  year  to  carry  out  these 
outrageous  agreements.  Magnificent  as  the 
Berlin  airlift  is,  its  tremendous  cost  is  the 
result  of  these  terrible  blunders.  In  the 
process  these  American  leaders  have  flaunted 
their  power  in  the  face  of  the  American 
people. 

Mr.  President,  the  truth  of  what  I  have 
consistently  said  in  my  denunciation  of 
secret  diplomacy  during  recent  years 
now  stands  out  clearly  before  our  eyes,  in 
all  its  terrifying  ugliness. 

The  consequences  of  the  secret  com¬ 
mitments  that  were  made  during  and 
since  the  end  of  the  war  by  two  Ameri¬ 
can  Presidents,  behind  the  backs  of  the 
American  people,  without  the  knowledge, 
advice,  or  consent  of  any  of  their  elected 
representatives  in  either  House  of  Con¬ 
gress,  have  now  become  such  a  night¬ 
mare  that  anyone  who  has  had  anything 
to  do  with  them  is  either  now  scurrying 
for  cover  behind  their  blame  throwers, 
which  they  are  pointing  at  others,  or 
scrambling  like  rats  to  desert  the  sink¬ 
ing  ship  they  helped  to  scuttle. 

The  crisis  we  confront,  Mr.  President, 
is  far  too  grave  to  indulge  in  personal 
recrimination,  for  the  whole  future  of 
western  civilization  hangs  in  the  bal¬ 
ance;  but  a  man  would  be  derelict  in  his 
duty  if  he  did  not  continue  to  point  out, 
and  bitterly  protest  against,  the  basic 
evil  that  is  involved  in  the  practice  of 
secret  diplomacy — an  evil  which  even 
now  continues  to  gnaw  away  at  the  last 
roots  of  the  human  dignity  and  freedom 
we  are  seeking  to  preserve. 

Mr.  President,  to  me  it  is  significant 
that  those  leaders,  Senator  La  Follette, 
Senator  Shipstead,  and  Senator  Wheeler, 
on  the  19th  day  of  December,  were 
singled  out  by  Sidney  Hillman  in  an  in¬ 
terview  in  the  Minneapolis  Tribune,  in 
the  course  of  which  he  said  those  three 
men  had  to  be  defeated  at  all  costs  in 
the  coming  election,  and  he  and  the  CIO 
were  dedicating  themselves  to  see  to  it 
that  Mr.  La  Follette,  Mr.  Wheeler,  and 
Mr.  Shipstead  did  not  come  back.  I  may 
say  I  also  was  included  with  the  three, 
and  that,  of  the  four,  I  was  the  only  one 
who  happened  to  be  reelected.  It  was 
not  because  of  their  labor  record  that 
they  were  not  reelected.  Who  had  a 
better  labor  record  than  Robert  La  Fol¬ 
lette?  Who  had  a  better  labor  record 
than  Burt  Wheeler  or  Mr.  Shipstead? 
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No,  it  was  not  the  matter  of  their  labor 
records.  It  was  the  attitude  these  men 
took  on  the  questions  I  have  been  dis¬ 
cussing. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
voted  yesterday  without  knowing  any¬ 
thing  about  the  secret  agreements  which 
were  entered  into,  the  production  of 
which  we  demanded,  time  and  again, 
upon  this  floor.  I  repeat,  I  sat  in  the 
Senate  when  President  Roosevelt  re¬ 
turned  from  Yalta.  I  heard  him  say 
there  were  no  secret  agreements.  Af¬ 
terwards,  we  found  them.  I  suggest  that 
Senators  read  the  book  written  by  James 
M.  Byrnes.  Later,  we  had  Potsdam — 
5,000,000  white  people  sold  into  slav¬ 
ery — 20,000,000  more,  said  Mr.  Bevin  yes¬ 
terday  in  the  House  of  Commons,  ex¬ 
pellees  who  came  into  the  American, 
British,  and  French  zones  from  the  coun¬ 
tries  Mr.  Stalin  took  over. 

Mr.  President,  so  far  as  the  $6,000,000,- 
000  ECA  loan  is  concerned,  I  stand  with 
Roosevelt,  as  shown  by  his  letter  to  Pat¬ 
rick  Hurley,  which  I  read,  in  which  he 
said,  “We  are  not  giving  this  money  to 
Iran:  we  are  loaning  it  to  her.’’  That 
was  the  policy  of  Mr.  Roosevelt,  which, 
among  other  things,  was  abandoned. 

How  well  I  remember  when  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  was  organized,  and 
when  we  voted  to  give  England  $3,300,- 
000,000  more.  It  was  said,  “They  can 
borrow  this  money  and  give  security.’’ 
But  when  the  late  Senator  Lundeen,  of 
Minnesota,  suggested  that  Britain  turn 
Bermuda  over  to  us,  or  that  we  buy 
Bermuda,  he  told  me  he  was  almost 
hooted  out  of  the  city  of  Washington  at 
the  idea  of  having  England  turn  over 
anything  in  exchange  for  that  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  refer  not  just  to  the 
evil  of  secret  diplomacy — not  Just  to  the 
lack  of  honesty  and  integrity  on  the  part 
of  those  leaders  who  indulge  in  it — I  re¬ 
fer  to  the  fact  that  when  the  disastrous 
consequences  of  the  policies  that  under¬ 
lie  commitments  made  on  the  basis  of 
political  expediency  are  clearly  demon¬ 
strated,  no  one,  who  has  been  a  party  to 
them,  dares  to  admit  the  fact  by  courage¬ 
ously  taking  the  lead  in  an  attempt  to 
salvage  what  he  can — to  make  amends — 
and  to  correct  the  glaring  blunders  that 
have  been  made. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  the  tragedy  is 
these  disastrous  consequences,  and  the 
insanities  that  underlie  it,  continue  on 
their  mad  rush  unchecked. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  now  inescapably 
confronted  with  overwhelmingly  conclu¬ 
sive  proof  of  the  folly  of  the  course  we 
have  been  pursuing  in  central  Europe — 
particularly  in  Germany — both  during 
and  since  the  end  of  the  war. 

And  this  folly  is  born  of  the  fear  that 
is  generated  in  the  minds  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  by  a  minority  in  control  of 
this  Government,  which  seized  the  bit 
of  unchallengeable  power  and  has  run 
unchecked  on  the  maddest  race  of  inter¬ 
national  diplomacy  ever  engaged  in  by 
American  statesmen.  In  defiance,  Mr. 
President,  of  the  lessons  of  history,  of 
economic  and  sociological  laws,  and 
moved,  Mr.  President,  by  an  irrational 
thirst  for  vengeance;  those  who  have 
been  responsible  for  this  catastrophe 
have  smeared  and  slandered,  or  deliber¬ 


ately  sought  to  assassinate  the  char¬ 
acters  and  destroy  the  economic  and 
political  future  of  anyone  who  sought  to 
halt  them  in  their  course. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks  the  article  that  ap¬ 
peared  this  morning  in  the  New  York 
Times,  dealing  with  the  fight  made  by 
the  late  Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  in 
his  endeavor  to  get  rid  of  the  slogan 
“unconditional  surrender”  and  his  at¬ 
tempts  to  have  the  Morgenthau  policy  of 
starvation  altered. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

“Surrender”  Stand  Surprise  to  Many — 
Wartime  Memoirs  Show  Hull,  Others 
Joined  Churchill  In  Opposing  Roosevelt 
Policy — Morgenthau  Link  Is  Seen — De¬ 
industrialization  Proposal  for  Postwar 
Germany  Confused  with  Plan  of  Presi¬ 
dent 

(By  Felix  Belair,  Jr.) 
Washington,  July  21. — Winston  Chur¬ 
chill’s  surprise  and  distaste  for  the  “uncon¬ 
ditional  surrender”  policy  adopted  by  the 
Allies  in  World  War  II  was  shared  by  former 
Secretary  of  State  Cordell  Hull  and  not  a  few 
others  in  the  wartime  administration  of 
President  Roosevelt. 

In  his  memoirs  on  that  phase  of  wartime 
policy,  Mr.  Hull  wrote: 

“Originally  this  principle  had  not  formed 
part  of  the  State  Department’s  thinking. 
We  were  as  much  surprised  as  Mr.  Churchill 
when,  for  the  first  time,  the  President,  in 
the  Prime  Minister’s  presence,  stated  it  sud¬ 
denly  to  a  press  conference  during  the  Casa¬ 
blanca  conference  in  January  1943.  I  was 
told  that  the  Prime  Minister  was  dumb¬ 
founded.” 

Mr.  Hull  wrote  that  the  British  Foreign 
Office  asked  that  the  term  “unconditional 
surrender”  be  avoided  pending  further  re¬ 
flection,  and  that  the  expression  “prompt 
surrender”  be  employed  instead. 

CHURCHILL  WAS  ABSOLVED 

That  the  policy  was  entirely  that  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  also  is  confirmed  by  Robert 
E.  Sherwood  in  his  book  Roosevelt  and  Hop¬ 
kins,  where  the  author  recorded  that  the 
President  completely  absolved  Mr.  Churchill 
of  any  responsibility  for  the  position  an¬ 
nounced  at  Casablanca. 

Former  Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  of 
Montana,  who  was  one  of  the  most  out¬ 
spoken  in  his  opposition  to  the  policy  and 
called  for  its  abandonment  as  “a  brutal  and 
costly  slogan,"  was  among  those  whose  mem¬ 
ory  of  the  circumstances  was  still  fresh. 

He  remembered  having  been  accused  pub¬ 
licly  by  former  Secretary  of  State  Edward  R. 
Stettinius,  who  succeeded  Mr.  Hull,  with 
having  encouraged  the  enemy  to  hold  out 
for  a  negotiated  peace.  Mr.  Wheeler  had 
argued  in  a  radio  address  that  the  Axis  powers 
were  being  encouraged  by  the  policy  of  un¬ 
conditional  surrender  to  fight  on  in  hopes 
of  avoiding  the  implied  results. 

“What  I  said  about  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  at  the  time  has  been  proved  entirely 
correct,”  said  the  former  Senator,  now  en¬ 
gaged  here  in  the  private  practice  of  law. 

WHEELER  TELLS  OF  PROPOSAL 

It  was  Mr.  Wheeler’s  contention  in  the 
discussion,  he  recalled,  that  the  “uncondi¬ 
tional  surrender”  policy  would  needlessly 
cost  the  lives  of  thousands  of  men  before 
Germany  was  finally  subdued.  He  said  he 
had  proposed  that  the  President  tell  the 
German  people  in  unmistakable  terms  what 
he  wanted,  just  us  Woodrow  Wilson  had 
hastened  the  end  of  World  War  I  by  his  14 
points. 

In  recounting  the  Incident  today,  Mr. 
Wheeler  said  he  had  urged  the  President  to 


call  for  a  United  States  of  Europe,  or  some 
similar  postwar  program  that  "would  have 
many  of  the  500,000  men  that  Jimmie  Byrnes 
said  it  might  cost  for  a  successful  invasion 
of  Europe.” 

Although  the  two  policies  were  never  of¬ 
ficially  connected,  that  of  unconditional 
surrender  came  to  be  linked  in  the  minds  of 
many  in  and  out  of  government  at  the  time 
with  the  so-called  Morgenthau  plan  (of 
Henry  Morgeanthau,  Jr.,  then  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury),  for  the  deindustrialization  of 
Germany  and  its  reduction  in  the  postwar 
period  to  the  status  of  a  pastoral  state. 

The  latter  plan  was  not  brought  forth 
until  the  Quebec  conference  of  the  big  three 
late  in  1944.  However,  it  was  generally  un¬ 
derstood  at  the  time  that  the  two  policies 
went  hand  in  hand  and  that  the  one  was  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  the  other,  no  matter 
which  came  first  in  publication. 

CRITICISM  OF  MORGENTHAU  PLAN 

Ultimately,  it  was  the  Morgenthau  plan 
that  came  in  for  the  burden  of  criticism. 
Although  administration  spokesmen  in¬ 
spired  reports  at  the  time  that  it  had  been 
abandoned,  there  was  no  evidence  of  it  in 
the  conduct  of  the  war  or  in  the  development 
of  occupation  policy. 

It  was  the  unfavorable  public  reaction  to 
reports  of  former  Secretary  Morgenthau’s 
Carthaginian  postwar  plan  for  Germany  that 
brought  suggestions  of  its  abandonment 
from  administration  sources.  A  cabinet 
crisis  had  been  in  the  making  ever  since 
Mr.  Morgenthau  had  gone  to  the  Quebec 
Conference  as  the  chief  exponent  of  that 
policy  while  Henry  L.  Stimson,  then  Secretary 
of  War,  and  Mr.  Hull  had  remained  in  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Mr.  Hull’s  objection  to  the  plan,  and  his 
disapproval  of  the  assumption  of  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  entire  matter  by  Mr.  Morgenthau 
and  the  Treasury,  were  well  known  at  the 
time.  Also,  Mr.  Stimson  had  made  plain  to 
a  number  of  persons  his  resentment  and  dis¬ 
approval  of,  and  positive  alarm  over,  the  turn 
the  situation  was  taking,  with  the  encour¬ 
agement  of  the  President. 

For  one  thing,  the  unconditional  surrender 
and  deindustrialization  policies  were  being 
used  to  advantage  by  German  propaganda  at 
home,  in  the  opinion  of  many  Washington 
officials. 

FOUND  CAUSE  FOR  CONCERN 

Mr.  Wheeler  was  one  of  those  who  found 
cause  for  concern  in  the  occupation  policy 
then  taking  form.  He  said  today  that  what¬ 
ever  may  have  been  suggested  by  adminis¬ 
tration  spokesmen  on  the  subject,  President 
Roosevelt  never  did  abandon  the  Morgen¬ 
thau  concept  as  a  guiding  principle  for  Ger¬ 
many’s  postwar  management. 

This  was  reflected  in  a  statement  by  Archi¬ 
bald  MacLeish,  then  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  in  March  1945,  during  a  radio  broad¬ 
cast  with  other  officials  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  on  the  administration’s  policy  toward 
Germany  and  Japan. 

“We  don’t  know  how  long  it  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  occupy  Germany  in  order  to  undo  the 
evil  work  that  has  been  done  there,  but  we 
propose  to  stay  with  the  job  until  it  is 
finished,”  Mr.  MacLeish  had  said. 

“We  believe,  however,  that  something  more 
than  the  destruction  of  the  physical  power 
of  Germany  to  make  war  will  be  required.” 

It  was  not  until  this  Government  had  been 
confronted  with  the  major  responsibility  for 
postwar  European  reconstruction  and  re¬ 
covery  that  the  Morgenthau  concept  was 
finally  swept  away  by  the  compelling  neces¬ 
sity  of  bringing  Germany  back  into  the  Euro¬ 
pean  family  as  an  economic  factor,  both  as 
a  producer  and  consumer  of  goods. 

Now  the  occupation  has  swung  to  the 
other  extreme.  The  Marshall  plan  appropri¬ 
ation  bill,  to  be  taken  up  in  the  Senate  to¬ 
morrow,  directs  a  reopening  of  the  entire 
controversial  subject  of  German  reparation 
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plants  with  a  view  to  the  retention  in  Ger¬ 
many  of  additional  units  for  European  re¬ 
covery  purposes. 

Mr.  LINGER.  It  is  tragic  to  realize, 
Mr.  President,  what  has  really  taken 
place  in  Germany,  just  because  the  facts 
I  have  recorded  here  are  true. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  inconceivable  and 
terrifying  to  realize  that  the  same  in¬ 
sanities  continue  to  underlie  our  policies 
toward  the  German-speaking  people  in 
face  of  the  demonstrable  proof  that  those 
who  have  been  party  to  the  formulation 
and  implementation  of  these  policies,  if 
they  are  not  checked,  will  go  down  in 
history  as  the  grave-diggers  of  western 
civilization. 

It  is  not  as  though,  Mr.  President,  our 
native  patriotism,  our  love  of  justice,  our 
sound  American  common  sense,  had  not 
sought  to  prevail. 

On  January  15,  1945,  Senator  Wheeler 
stood  on  the  Senate  floor  and  pointed 
out,  in  spite  of  the  scorn  and  abuse  that 
was  heaped  upon  him,  the  folly  of  the 
course  to  which  we  were  being  commit¬ 
ted.  At  that  time — long  before  the  war 
was  over — Senator  Wheeler  said : 

Mr.  President,  as  I  understand  the  past 
record  of  purposes  set  down  by  ourselves 
and  our  allies,  we  are  not  fighting  this  war 
to  impose  a  peace  of  vengeance  upon  a  con¬ 
quered  people.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me 
that  the  American  people  would  tolerate 
for  one  moment  any  such  brutal  and  savage 
proposals  as  those  designed  by  Secretary 
Morgenthau  for  the  ultimate  treatment  of 
the  German  people  or  the  German  nation. 
Let  me  repeat  what  I  have  said  on  so  many 
other  occasions,  that  in  holding  this  posi¬ 
tion  I  hold  no  brief  for  the  Nazi  brutality, 
the  Hitlerian  bestiality  and  savagery.  What 
I  do  hold  is  that  such  terms  will  never  in  a 
1,000  years  bring  peace  to  Europe  or  to  the 
world.  Whatever  our  desires  with  reference 
to  Germany  may  be,  what  we  must  ultimately 
consider  is  not  merely  what  we  would  like  to 
do  in  our  madness  with  reference  to  the 
German  people  but  what  will  bring  about 
lasting  peace  in  Europe  and  throughout  the 
world.  Of  course,  when  passions  are  running 
high  in  this  country,  the  popular  thing  to 
do  is  to  let  madness  and  hatreds  run  away 
with  sound  judgment;  but  we  must  look  be¬ 
yond  all  that.  We  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  of  all  people,  we  who  boast  of  our 
intelligence  and  our  tolerance,  must  con¬ 
sider  not  what  we  would  like  to  see  done 
but  what  will  be  the  best  for  the  future  of 
our  own  country  and  of  the  world.  What  I 
believe  is  that  for  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  to  permit  the  continued  use  of  the 
basic  proposals  contained  in  the  Morgenthau 
“brain  child”  as  representing  America’s  ulti¬ 
mate  war  and  peace  aim  would  cost  thou¬ 
sands  upon  thousands  of  American  lives,  as 
well  as  the  lives  of  our  allies. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  read  a  letter  from 
a  soldier  boy  in  Prance  which  he  had  written 
to  his  uncle,  a  Texas  businessman.  I  am 
sorry  I  do  not  have  the  letter  with  me.  In 
it  the  boy  said  in  effect:  “The  demand  for 
unconditional  surrender  and  Morgenthau 's 
statement  are  making  these  Heinies  fight 
like  hell  from  ditch  to  ditch.”  A  soldier, 
recently  returned  from  Italy,  who  was  in 
my  office  the  other  day,  told  me  practically 
the  same  thing. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  in  lieu  of 
any  basic  agreement  among  the  conquerors 
as  to  the  ultimate  treatment  of  Germany, 
a  continued  use  of  such  proposals  will  only 
lead  to  slaughter  and  carnage.  Out  of  this 
will  arise  a  savage  underground  movement 
over  which  both  of  our  allies,  Great  Britain 
and  Russia,  will  struggle  for  favor  or  control. 
If  we  do  not  want  Germany  ultimately  to 


win  this  war  by  holding  the  real  balance  in 
the  struggle  for  the  control  of  Europe  be¬ 
tween  Britain  and  Russia,  if  we  do  not  want 
ourselves  sucked  into  the  political,  economic, 
and  social  vacuum  which  will  exist  in  Europe 
when  the  fighting  finally  stops,  we  ought 
now  to  agree  upon  constructive  and  curative 
measures. 

Then,  Mr.  President,  having  uttered 
these  prophetic  words,  Senator  Wheeler 
went  on  to  say: 

I  have  made  the  statement  again  and  again 
that  the  demand  for  "unconditional  surren¬ 
der”  has  been  a  mistake.  Not  only  have  I 
said  this  but  so  have  thousands  of  other 
people  of  high  intelligence  and  of  the  class 
you  would  call  interventionists,  if  you 
please,  or  internationalists.  I  believe  that 
the  continued  use  of  the  brutal,  asinine 
boast  of  "unconditional  surrender”  is  cost¬ 
ing  thousands  upon  thousands  of  American 
lives,  is  contributing  to  the  deterioriation 
of  allied  unity,  and  threatens  to  lay  the 
foundations  for  such  an  impossible  situation 
in  Europe  that  a  third  world  war  cannot 
possibly  be  averted. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  what  did  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  have 
to  say  about  this  suicidal  slogan  of  “un¬ 
conditional  surrender”?  What  did  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  do 
to  protest?  What  did  it  do  to  prevent 
the  American  people  from  being  forced 
into  the  role  of  unwilling  accomplices  in 
the  crimes  that  have  been  committed  by 
this  policy  of  “unconditional  surrender”? 
What  does  the  record  show?  It  shows 
that  not  a  single  voice  was  raised  to 
support  Senator  Wheeler  in  his  protest — 
not  a  single  member  of  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  joined  him  in  his  cou¬ 
rageous  stand  then,  or  has  joined  him  in 
the  same  fight  since;  and  what  did  the 
Secretary  of  State  have  to  say?  The 
record  shows  that  Mr.  Stettinius  attacked 
Senator  Wheeler  with  the  slurring  re¬ 
mark  that  no  one  needed  to  pay  any 
attention  to  what  Senator  Wheeler  said 
because  “he  spoke  only  for  a  discredited 
minority.”  He  was  speaking  of  a  man 
who  had  been  in  the  Senate  at  that 
time  nearly  24  years.  This  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  house  of  Morgan  was  glar¬ 
ingly  exposed  by  the  Nye  committee  as 
being  one  of  the  agents  for  Great  Brit¬ 
ain  during  the  war,  making  millions  of 
dollars  out  of  munitions.  Mr.  Stettinius, 
who  was  head  of  the  United  States  Steel 
Corp.,  said,  after  Senator  Wheeler  had 
given  that  patriotic  address,  “Do  not  pay 
any  attention  to  what  Senator  Wheeler 
said  because  he  spoke  only  for  a  dis¬ 
credited  minority.” 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  even  this  was  a  de¬ 
liberate,  downright  misrepresentation  of 
the  facts,  to  cover  up  the  vicious  designs 
of  another  minority  that  had  seized  the 
bit  in  its  teeth  and  was  running  away 
down  the  road  of  an  abandonment  and 
betrayal  of  America’s  traditional  prin¬ 
ciples  of  decency  and  justice. 

To  prove  this  fact  Senator  Wheeler 
read  into  the  Record  the  following  grim 
protests  on  the  part  of  our  most  enthu¬ 
siastic  interventionists,  which  I  again 
want  to  read  into  the  Record  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks: 

On  March  26,  1944,  the  Archbishop  of  Can¬ 
terbury  and  free  church  leaders  in  England 
offered  an  eight-point  program  for  peace  and 
a  warning  against  “breaches  of  basic  human 
rights  in  dealing  with  Germany.”  Said  they: 


“We  must  not  lend  ourselves  in  a  mood  of 
vengefulness  to  breaches  of  basic  human 
rights  or  the  punitive  measures  against  the 
entire  German  people,  which  will  be  repudi¬ 
ated  as  unjust  by  later  generations  or  will 
permanently  frustrate  hopes  of  peace  and 
unity  in  Europe.” 

On  June  1  Pope  Pius  XII,  who,  I  presume, 
was  speaking  for  a  "discredited  minority,” 
declared : 

"No  just  peace  can  be  reached  if  the  victor 
would  by  force  of  arms  dictate  the  terms. 
A  just  policy  has  to  give  the  defeated  nation 
a  dignified  place.” 

On  June  26  Mr.  Raymond  Moley  wrote: 

“The  trouble  with  unconditional  surrender 
as  an  objective  is  that  few  Americans  or 
Britons  really  believe  that  surrender  can  be 
without  conditions,  while  to  Germans  the 
slogan  means  that  there  will  be  no  distinc¬ 
tions  in  punishment  among  the  elements  in 
Germany.  To  them  it  means  that  the  Nazi 
party,  the  army,  and  the  mass  of  the  people 
are  to  suffer  equally,  which  can  have  no  effect 
beyond  tying  together  80,000,000  Germans  in 
a  desperate  unity.” 

On  July  29  the  London  Economist  carried 
the  following  warning: 

“Unconditional  surrender  is  becoming  a 
policy  of  drift,  of  wait  and  see,  of  reliance  on 
what  may  turn  up.  But  the  drift  of  events 
may  carry  Germany,  Europe,  and  the  grand 
alliance  itself  to  a  very  different  conclusion 
from  the  one  the  Allies  desire.  It  may  carry 
them  to  a  military  stalemate  or  prolonged 
fighting,  and  then  to  divided  counsels  and 
Allied  disputes.  No  policy  for  Germany 
means  no  policy  for  peace.” 

Of  course,  in  the  mind  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  the  London  Economist  speaks  for  a 
"discredited  minority.” 

Mr.  Wiley.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  Wheeler.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Wiley.  I  inquire  if,  to  the  Senator’s 
knowledge,  the  term  “unconditional  sur¬ 
render”  has  ever  been  defined  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  or  anyone  else  in  this  country? 

Mr.  Wheeler.  The  President  has  not  de¬ 
fined  it.  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Wiley.  I  am  wondering  if  now  the 
President  and  Stalin  and  Churchill  should 
define  the  conditions  and  say  there  could  be 
no  other  conditions,  if  that  would  not  be 
equivalent  to  unconditional  surrender,  and 
drastic,  although  the  terms  might  be  quite 
lenient. 

Mr.  Wheeler.  I  cannot  answer  that,  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator. 

In  the  same  month  of  July  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  of  Denver  Uni¬ 
versity  polling  the  48  States  oh  the  subject 
of  whether  Americans  should  help  to  put 
Germany  back  on  her  industrial  feet,  even  at 
the  cost  of  continued  rationing  at  home,  re¬ 
ports  that  64  percent,  or  nearly  a  two-thirds 
majority  of  the  American  people,  believe  we 
should  follow  this  course.  The  research 
center  comments: 

"They  hold  this  view  because,  in  the  long 
run,  this  country  would  benefit  from  such  a 
policy,  and  because  the  announcement  that 
such  help  would  be  forthcoming  might  speed 
the  German  surrender.” 

I  presume  the  64  percent,  according  to  the 
National  Opinion  Research  Center  of  Denver 
University,  represents  a  “discredited  minor¬ 
ity.” 

I  quote  from  a  war  correspondent  of  the 
New  York  Sun,  Gault  MacGowan,  who  wrote 
as  far  back  as  August  14: 

"Our  terms  to  Hitler  are  unconditional  sur¬ 
render,  and  only  that  prevents  a  military  de¬ 
mand  for  an  armistic.  Despite  the  drastic 
bombings  of  German  cities,  the  destruction  of 
thousands  of  German  homes  and  buildings 
and  the  anxiety  of  the  German  people  to  see 
the  end  of  the  war,  the  Gestapo  won’t  let 
them  demonstrate  for  peace  or  raise  a  ques¬ 
tioning  voice  against  their  Fuehrer’s  un¬ 
challengeable  wisdom.  Such  are  my  im- 
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pressions  of  the  situation  tonight.  It  is  no 
longer  a  military  problem  but  a  political 
one.” 

Not  only  has  this  man  said  that,  but  I 
have  talked  with  military  leaders  In  this 
country  who  have  said  identically  the  same 
thing. 

Life  magazine  on  August  21  carried  the 
same  message  from  John  Scott,  a  Time  and 
Life  correspondent: 

"The  future  looks  blacker  day  by  day,  but 
those  inside  Germany  who  want  peace  and 
not  national  suicide  are  hindered  rather  than 
helped  by  the  Allies.  The  Anglo-American 
■attitude  is  still  expressed  by  our  determined 
adherence  to  the  unconditional  surrender 
formula,  with  which  has  been  coupled  a  re¬ 
luctance  to  make  any  concrete  promise  to 
any  German  opposition  group.  As  a  result, 
the  complaint  is  made  that  any  opposition 
group  attempting  to  overthrow  Hitler  and 
make  peace  with  western  powers  has  no  basic 
program  on  which  it  can  talk  convincingly 
to  the  German  people.  The  Russians  on  the 
other  hand,  indirectly  offer  the  German  peo¬ 
ple  that  Germany  won’t  be  destroyed  and 
that  the  German  Army  won’t  be  destroyed. 
It  has  resulted  in  a  pro-Russia  orientation 
among  a  growing  number  of  Germans  who, 
all  other  things  being  equal,  would  be  much 
more  inclined  to  be  pro-Anglo-American  and 
pro-democratic.” 

On  September  26,  1944,  even  Mr.  Walter 
Lippmann  plainly  pointed  out  that  we  no 
longer  deal  with  reality  when  we  talk  about 
whether  we  shall  impose  a  soft  or  a  harsh 
peace  on  Germany.  Of  course,  Mr.  Walter 
Lippmann  represents  the  “discredited”  view; 
but  he  has  been  one  of  the  strongest  advo¬ 
cates  of  the  President’s  foreign  policy, 
stronger  than  almost  any  other  man  in  this 
country.  He  said: 

"Imagine  the  mildest  conceivable  terms  of 
peace,  and  Germany  will  still  be  an  economic 
ruin,  incapable  in  her  existing  industrial 
structure  of  employing  all  her  people,  inca¬ 
pable  of  supporting  a  tolerable  standard  of 
life.  Imagine  no  loss  of  territory,  no  repara¬ 
tions,  no  military  occupation,  no  interfer¬ 
ence  with  the  internal  administration,  and 
the  full  benefits  of  the  Atlantic  Charter,  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  only  demand  of  the  Allies  is 
that  Germany  disarm  and  that  she  should 
not  take  any  steps  to  rearm  for  the  next  15 
years.  Postwar  Germany  would  nevertheless 
be  an  economic  ruin.” 

On  October  11,  1944,  a  group  of  members 
of  Parliament,  including  26  Labor  members, 
ertered  a  motion  in  the  House  of  Parliament 
calling  for  a  Government  declaration  which 
would  “encourage  the  emergence  within  Ger¬ 
many  of  a  new  regime,  composed  of  demo¬ 
cratically  minded  persons  in  whom  the 
United  Nations  could  have  confidence  so  that 
a  settlement  of  the  problems  which  caused 
the  present  conflict  in  Europe  might  be 
reached  on  the  basis  of  the  principles  set 
forth  in  the  Atlantic  Charter.” 

As  far  back  as  the  early  part  of  this  year 
the  personal  confidant  of  the  President,  Anne 
O’Hare  BcCormick,  wrote: 

“The  American  Government  is  silent  on 
every  political  issue  at  the  moment  when  as 
much  depends  on  psychological  as  on  mili¬ 
tary  ‘softening.’  This  war  differs  from  the 
last  in  many  respects,  but  in  none  more  than 
in  the  apparent  determination  of  the  high 
strategists  to  defeat  the  enemy  in  the  hard¬ 
est  way.” 

On  January  3, 1945,  Dorothy  Thompson,  an¬ 
other  who  supported  the  President,  who  was 
one  of  the  strongest  interventionists  and  in¬ 
ternationalists  in  this  country,  one  of  our 
greatest  authorities  on  Germany  and  a  most 
intelligent  and  consistent  opponent  of  the 
brutal  slogan  “Unconditional  surrender,”  and 
who  made  a  speech  for  the  President  during 
the  last  campaign,  wrote  as  follows: 

“There  are  two  conditions  under  which  Ger¬ 
many,  as  an  entity,  can  surrender.  The  first 
is  to  make  clear  that  a  Germany  will  be  left 


which  is  economically  capable  of  life.  A 
Germany  that  is  deindustrialized  or  loses  its 
industrial  provinces  or  is  overcrowded  by  the 
evacuation  of  ten  to  twenty  million  Germans 
into  a  truncated  Reich  will  be  more  incapable 
of  sustaining  life  than  Puerto  Rico.  The  sec¬ 
ond  condition  under  4vhich  Germany  could 
surrender  is:  She  could  become  the  ward  of 
an  already  established  world  organization, 
operating  along  clear  and  established  prin¬ 
ciples.  The  surrender  of  a  nation  must  mean 
the  merging  of  one’s  identity,  but  it  cannot 
happen  unless  some  larger  identity  exists.  A 
Germany  conquered  by  four  powers  but  not 
surrendered  to  any  one  thing  is  no  answer.” 

Of  course,  Dorothy  Thompson  spends  much 
time  in  Europe.  She  knows  more  about  Ger¬ 
many  than  probably  almost  any  Member  of 
the  Senate.  I  now  wish  to  read  extracts  from 
an  article  by  Dorothy  Thompson  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Washington  Evening  Star  of 
January  8,  1945: 

“There  have  been  three  major  political  er¬ 
rors  in  this  war,  all  arising  out  of  the  first 
one — the  discounting  of  the  Atlantic  Charter. 
The  second  was  the  interpretation  that  has 
accumulated  around  unconditional  surren¬ 
der;  and  the  third,  the  failure  to  produce  any 
reasonable  policy  for  a  post-war  Europe. 

“And  what  our  own  Government  and  some 
of  our  publicists  have  been  doing  in  regard  to 
the  Atlantic  Charter,  since  the  President’s 
press  conference,  is  most  discouraging. 

“Elmer  Davis,  as  head  of  the  Office  of  War 
Information,  must  be  regarded  as  official. 
The  other  day,  on  the  air  he  took  the  line  that 
the  Atlantic  Charter  (like  the  Ten  Command¬ 
ments  referred  to  by  the  President)  represents 
only  a  lofty  ideal,  'Nobody  ever  said  it  could 
be  put  into  effect  day  after  tomorrow  or  even 
at  the  end  of  the  war,’  are  his  words.  The 
New  York  Herald  Tribune  took,  editorially, 
exactly  the  same  line.  *  *  * 

“Mr.  Davis’  remarks  are  senseless.  The  At¬ 
lantic  Charter  is  no  lofty  ideal.  It  represents 
what  was  universally  accepted  political  prin¬ 
ciple,  and  to  a  large  extent  political  practice, 
before  Nazi  Germany  and  Fascist  Italy  em¬ 
barked  on  a  counterprogram.  *  *  * 

“The  unconditional  surrender  formula  has 
gradually  become  clothed  with  concepts  that 
mean  the  extinction  of  Germany,  as  a  state, 
a  nation,  a  functioning  economy,  and,  conse¬ 
quentially,  as  a  people.  This  interpretation 
has  closed  every  door  to  forces  that  might 
have  arisen  in  Germany  to  eliminate  top 
Nazis  and  effect  surrender.  Those  forces  ex¬ 
isted;  they  came  to  a  head;  in  that  moment 
time  was  of  the  essence;  but  receiving  no  aid 
in  any  form,  they  were  lost,  and  today  the 
leaders  are  dead.” 

Dorothy  Thompson,  again,  represents  a 
"discredited  minority.” 

She  supported  Mr.  Roosevelt  in  the  last 
campaign. 

Did  anyone  listen,  Mr.  President,  to 
this  protest  that  represented  the  innate 
opposition  of  the  American  conscience  to 
carrying  out  a  policy  that  meant  the 
destruction  of  Germany  and  western 
civilization — that  meant  leaving  in  the 
heart  of  Europe  the  festering  sore  upon 
which  even  now  the  virus  of  communism 
is  feeding  and  thriving? 

No,  indeed,  Mr.  President,  not  a  single 
member  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  raised  his  voice.  Not  a  mem¬ 
ber- of  the  State  Department  protested, 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  on  July  24,  1945, 
Senator  Wheeler  again  read  into  the 
Record  the  overwhelming  condemna¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  informed  Ameri¬ 
can  public  against  the  continuation  of 
these  policies,  as  follows: 

Mr.  President,  on  January  15,  I  charged  In 
a  Senate  speech  that  the  slogan  of  "uncon¬ 
ditional  surrender”  was  a  brutal  boast  which 
was  prolonging  the  war  unnecessarily  and 
costing  thousands  of  additional  American 


casualties.  At  that  time  I  quoted  in  support 
of  my  thesis  such  outstanding  personages  as 
the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  Pope  Pius  XII, 
many  members  of  Parliament,  Walter  Lipp¬ 
mann,  Dorothy  Thompson,  Raym<&id  Moley, 
Anne  O’Hare  McCormick,  and  many  others. 
It  has  now  become  perfectly  clear  that  the 
charge  I  made  is  a  matter  of  historical  rec¬ 
ord,  a  record  which  I  want  earnestly  to  em¬ 
phasize  I  am  quoting  from  the  prophet’s 
mouths  of  our  ardent  interventionists. 

Immediately  following  my  speech  of  Jan¬ 
uary  15,  the  New  York  Times  of  January  17 
admitted  in  its  leading  editorial: 

“The  criticism  (of  unconditional  surren¬ 
der)  is  futile  because  that  formula  is  the 
chief  point  of  agreement  between  the  Big 
Four,  the  United  States,  Great  Britain,  Rus¬ 
sia,  and  China,  and  must  be  the  starting 
point  for  any  further  agreements  among 
them.” 

The  same  editorial  goes  on  to  say: 

“But  the  real  point  raised  by  the  critics  is 
whether  the  formula  of  unconditional  sur¬ 
render,  is  adequate.  And  on  that  point  the 
answer  must  be  an  emphatic  ’No.’  ” 

On  Thursday,  January  18,  Mr.  Walter  Lipp¬ 
mann  again  said  of  unconditional  surrender : 

“The  conclusion  we  are  bound  to  come 
to  is,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  formula  of 
unconditional  surrender,  admittedly  inade¬ 
quate,  cannot  be  made  adequate  by  a  mere 
declaration  of  our  intentions.  But  it  does 
not  follow  that  we  can  do  nothing,  that  it 
is  impossible  for  us  to  take  measure  as  a 
result  of  which  we  could  in  good  faith  with 
ourselves  begin  to  exhibit  our  true  inten¬ 
tions,  and  begin  to  dissolve  the  German  fear 
of  the  unknown  and  the  arbitrary.” 

Again  on  February  1,  1945,  Mr.  Lippmann 
wrote : 

'It  seems  more  and  more  likely  that  our 
own  formula  of  unconditional  surrender  will 
have  to  be  applied  not  to  Germany  as  a 
whole,  not  to  the  German  Army  as  a  whole, 
but  to  bits  and  pieces  of  the  Germany  Army, 
to  cities  and  provinces  of  Germany.  If  this 
happens  the  chaos  and  misery  of  the  Ger¬ 
mans  will  be  stupendous.  It  is  not  in  our 
power  to  prevent  it,  though  we  shall  be  com¬ 
pelled  on  grounds  of  interest  and  of  human¬ 
ity  to  alleviate  it.” 

The  real  significance  of  this  unconditional 
surrender  slogan  only  dawned  on  even 
the  keenest  students  of  international  affairs. 
On  February  13,  Mr.  David  Lawrence  wrote 
of  the  Yalta  declaration: 

“It  would  appear  that  the  same  lack  of 
vision  whereby  the  use  of  psychological  war¬ 
fare  has  been  neglected  before  is  still  mani¬ 
fested.  There  is  nothing  in  the  communi¬ 
que  which  holds  forth  any  promise  to  the 
German  people  that  their  territory  will  not 
be  dismembered  and  the  resources  needed 
for  rehabilitation  will  not  be  completely 
destroyed.” 

On  March  17,  1945,  the  United  States  First 
Army  psychological  warfare  combat  team 
released  a  statement  based  on  a  survey  of 
German  prisoners  taken  between  January 
10  and  February  3  from  which  I  quote: 

“There  can  be  no  doubt  that  our  propa¬ 
ganda  has  failed  to  provide  the  German 
soldier  with  a  positive  reason  for  surrender. 
Most  of  our  official  statements  on  the  con¬ 
trary  have  made  him  feel  that  he  can  gain 
nothing  from  a  future  that  brings  de¬ 
feat.  *  *  *  propaganda  playing  up  a 

hard  but  bearable  existence  for  Germany, 
backed  up  by  some  kind  of  official  assurances, 
would  give  the  average  German  soldier  a 
positive  reason  to  end  the  fight.” 

On  February  27,  Mr.  Marquis  Childs  wrote 
from  occupied  Germany: 

“The  question  of  whether  the  war  has  been 
prolonged  by  unconditional  surrender  terms 
or  by  proposals  to  industrialize  Germany,  is 
one  that  holds  great  interest  for  our  fight¬ 
ing  men.  I  have  heard  a  number  express  deep 
resentment  of  the  so-called  Morgenthau  plan 
for  a  Carthaginian  peace  for  Germany,  in  the 
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belief  that  It  gave  the  Nazis  a  propaganda 
weapon  with  which  to  whip  up  the  war- 
weary  German  people.” 

On  March  13,  David  Lawrence  wrote: 

‘‘Actually  few  men  in  Washington  know 
what's  ahead.  Aagain  and  again  the  German 
will  to  fight  has  been  underestimated  by  of¬ 
ficial  Washington.  The  slogan  demanding 
unconditional  surrender  and  the  announce¬ 
ment  from  Yalta  which  portends  economic 
strangulation  for  the  German  people  for 
many  years  to  come  are  two  factors  which 
are  constantly  Ignored  here  for  the  simple 
reason  that  to  give  weight  to  them  is  to 
criticize  the  administration  here  at  home 
and  the  Allied  spokesmen  abroad  for  a  blun¬ 
dering  policy  that  prolongs  the  war.” 

On  March  14,  Anne  O’Hare  McCormick 
wrote: 

“Those  who  failed  to  make  peace  after  the 
last  war  thought  the  mistake  was  not  to 
march  to  Berlin  and  show  the  German  people 
they  were  beaten.  This  time  there  is  no 
Berlin,  and  the  enemy  armies  meeting  in  the 
rubble  field  that  once  was  the  capital  should 
have  no  difficulty  in  convincing  the  popula¬ 
tion  that  the  Third  Reich  has  suffered  the 
most  terrible  defeat  ever  inflicted  on  a  great 
nation. 

"The  human  problem  the  war  will  leave  be¬ 
hind  it  has  not  yet  been  imagined,  much  less 
faced  by  anybody.  There  has  never  been 
such  destruction,  such  disintegration  of  the 
structure  of  life.  What  will  happen  to  Ger¬ 
many  is  only  part  of  a  larger  question:  what 
will  happen  to  Europe?” 

On  March  31,  General  Eisenhower  himself 
sent  word  to  his  Commander  in  Chief  that: 

“The  further  this  campaign  progresses,  the 
more  probable  it  appears  that  there  will  never 
be  a  clean-cut  military  surrender  of  the  forces 
on  the  western  front.” 

On  April  2,  Mr.  Marquis  Childs  wrote: 

“As  our  armies  converge  on  Berlin,  our 
policy  toward  the  Reich  seemingly  is  still 
based  on  the  belief  that  by  a  wave  of  the 
wand  you  can  do  away  with  seventy  or  eighty 
million  people.” 

It  was  life  for  Dorothy  Thompson  to  see 
through  the  screen  of  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  to  the  deep-rooted  distrust  and  fear 
among  the  Big  Three  which  determined  the 
destruction  of  the  German  state  because 
they  did  not  dare  to  permit  it  to  emerge  as 
an  independent  and  coherent  whole.  On 
January  3,  she  charged: 

“We  have  been  unable  to  transform  the 
political  coalition  into  an  entity  to  deal  with 
Germany.  *  *  *  The  Allied  approach  to 

the  German  question  has  been  to  try  to  find 
a  compromise  between  opposite  interests,  in¬ 
stead  of  creating  a  new  common  interest,  by 
creating  a  new  world.  We  are  trying  to  fit 
a  defeated  Germany  into  a  world  of  con¬ 
flicting  powers.  We  are  unable  to  draft  a 
program  for  a  defeated  Germany,  because  the 
accession  of  any  part  of  Germany  to  any  one 
of  the  Allied  Powers  means  an  extension  of 
the  power  of  one  ally  at  the  cost  of  each 
other.” 

But  it  was  on  December  29,  1944,  that  Miss 
Thompson  clearly  stated  the  tragic  decision 
of  the  Big  Three  in  their  determination  to 
destroy  Germany  as  a  nation: 

“The  circumstances  of  the  war  make  it  im¬ 
possible,  exactly  impossible,  to  fulfill  this  de¬ 
mand.  Surrender  is  an  act  from  the  enemy 
toward  ourselves.  It  is  not  surrender  if  we 
beat  him  flat  to  the  ground  army  by  army 
and  city  by  city.  That  is  step-by-step  con¬ 
quest,  but  not  surrender.  There  are  pre¬ 
conditions  for  unconditional  surrender.  In 
the  German  case  it  involves  giving  up  the 
nation — not  merely  the  armies — to  some¬ 
thing.  From  the  side  of  the  United  Nations 
it  involves  creating  something  to  which  the 
nation  as  such  can  surrender.  She  cannot 
surrender  as  a  whole  to  a  whole.  There  is 
no  identity  to  which  German  as  an  entity 
can  surrender.  She  must  surrender  herself 
in  parts  to  parts.  Surrender  therefore  in¬ 


volves  the  denial  and  destruction  of  her  own 
existence  by  herself.  German’s  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  war  is  madness.  But  madness  is 
preferable  to  nonexistence.” 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President,  this 
complete  bankruptcy  of  American  policy  and 
this  cohflct  in  ideas  and  purposes  among 
the  Big  Three  have  been  carried  right  on 
into  the  so-called  armistice.  On  June  9, 
1945,  Mr.  R.  H.  S.  Crossman,  after  returning 
from  a  Tong  stay  in  Germany,  wrote  con¬ 
cerning  the  tragic  and  intense  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  policies  of  Russia  and  her  western 
allies  in  an  article  entitled  “A  Voice  From 
Berlin,”  which  appeared  in  the  British  pub¬ 
lication,  the  New  Statesman  and  Nation,  from 
which  I  quote: 

“The  negatives  are  clear  enough.  But 
what  positive  musts  are  there?  Must  he 
(the  administrative  officer)  prepare  the  peo¬ 
ple  for  their  future  as  part  of  a  separate 
Rhineland?  No  answer.  In  selecting  men  for 
key  positions,  what  political  groups  must  he 
back?  No  answer.  Must  he  budget  for  this 
autumn  on  the  potatoes  from  east  of  the 
Elbe  which  form  the  basic  diet?  No  answer. 
Must  he  expect  and  prepare  +he  Germans 
under  his  charge  for  a  central  German  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  for  a  period  of  rule  under  quadri¬ 
partite  control?  No  answer.  With  the  best 
Will  in  the  world  no  officer  can  do  a  good  job 
under  such  conditions.  Anyway  there  is  a 
saying  in  the  Army  which  runs:  “If  you  wish 
promotion,  do  nothing  unusual.”  When  this 
rule  is  backed  up  by  a  completely  negative  set 
of  directives,  the  average  British  or  American 
officer  knows  what  line  to  take;  let  things 
tick  over  until  someone  on  tcp  can  make  up 
his  confounded  mind. 

“The  result  on  the  Germans  is  exactly  what 
might  have  been  expected.  Gradually  it  be¬ 
gan  to  dawn  on  the  Germans  that  this  was 
not  the  gigantic  precise  occupation  machine 
which  he  had  expected  to  follow  the  Anglo- 
American  armies.  He  began  to  suspect  that 
the  Anglo-Americans  who  had  won  the  war 
by  sheer  efficiency  and  organization,  had 
neither  organization  nor  a  policy  for  occu¬ 
pation.  They  are  prepared  to  do  nothing 
with  Germany — neither  exploit  her,  nor  lib¬ 
erate  her,  nor  dismember  her,  nor  reeducate 
her.  They  just  want  to  be  tough.  But  what¬ 
ever  London  and  Washington  may  think,  the 
Russian  manual — if  it  exists — does  not  con¬ 
sist  of  negatives.” 

Now,  Mr.  President,  in  spite  of  the  con¬ 
clusive  proof  of  the  legal  atrocities  of  the 
economic  insanities,  and  of  the  social  lun¬ 
acies  that  are  involved  in  the  policies  we 
are  continuing  to  follow  up  to  this  pres¬ 
ent  moment,  this  administration  refuses 
to  take  the  leadership  that  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  force  a  change  before  it  is  too 
late.  Certainly,  members  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  can  see  the 
folloy  of  our  present  course,  even  if  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  can¬ 
not,  and  I  want  to  commend  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  for  including  in  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  a  provision  for  reconsid¬ 
eration  of  the  dismantling  in  Germany, 
and  I  call  upon  my  colleagues  to  rise 
above  party  politics — to  rise  above  petty 
hates  and  jealousies — and  to  see  clearly 
how  the  danger  that  now  threatens,  de¬ 
mands  of  us  action  that  is  in  accord  with 
the  magnificent  traditions  of  America. 

The  record  will  also  show,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  those  who  have  been  responsi¬ 
ble  for  our  policies  toward  Germany  have 
continued  to  defy  the  rising  course  of 
protest  across  this  Nation  from  farm 
groups,  from  labor  groups,  from  indus¬ 
try,  from  churches,  from  schools  and 


colleges,  all  opposed  to  a  continuation  of 
these  policies.  The  record  further  shows, 
Mr.  President,  that  even  those  commit¬ 
tees  of  Congress  and  those  appointed  by 
the  President  himself  have  unanimously 
condemned  as  suicidal  a  continuation  of 
the  course  we  have  been  following. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  to  point  up  all  this 
protest,  and  to  reveal  the  utter  folly  of 
our  treatment  of  the  German-speaking 
people,  that  has  continued  up  to  this  very 
hour,  all  those  who  have  had  anything  to 
do  with  these  policies  are  trying  to  get 
out  from  under  the  guilt  that  attaches 
to  their  own  actions,  by  trying  to  wipe 
off  their  bloody  hands  on  the  deeds  of 
others. 

I  refer,  Mr.  President,  to  the  amazing 
story  carried  in  this  morning’s  New  York 
Times,  in  which  our  beloved,  peace-lov¬ 
ing  allies,  Mr.  Bevin  and  Mr.  Churchill, 
who  have  as  much  blood  on  their  hands 
as  has  anybody  else,  and  who  are  still 
grinding  the  German  people  down  into 
the  dust,  charged  the  late  President  with 
being  responsible  for  what  has  taken 
place  in  Germany. 

I  want  now  to  read  into  the  Record, 
Mr.  President,  the  remarks  of  men  who, 
to  escape  their  own  responsibility  for  the 
part  they  have  continued  to  pay  in  bring¬ 
ing  this  catastrophe  upon  Europe,  are 
willing  to  stick  a  knife  in  the  back  of 
their  neighbor  to  cover  up  their  own 
complicity: 

Mr.  Bevin.  It  began  with  the  declaration 
at  Casablanca  of  unconditional  surrender  on 
which  the  British  Cabinet,  or  any  other 
cabinet,  never  had  a  chance  to  say  a  word. 
But  it  did  leave  us  a  Germany  without  a  law, 
without  a  constitution,  and  without  a  single 
person  to  deal  with,  and  without  a  single 
institution  to  grapple  with  the  problems.  We 
have  had  to  build  absolutely  from  the  bot¬ 
tom  with  nothing  at  all.  We  have  had  to 
build  a  state  with  20,000,000  displaced  per¬ 
sons  scattered  about  the  whole  show. 

Looking  back  on  it,  I  think  how  those 
military  commanders — to  whom  I  cannot  pay 
too  great  a  tribute — and  their  political  ad¬ 
visers  were  left  with  a  shambles  in  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  Germany  which  they  have  handed 
on  to  the  politicians  today. 

Mr.  Churchill.  The  first  time  I  heard  that 
phrase  (unconditional  surrender]  used  was 
from  the  lips  of  President  Roosevelt. 

Mr.  Bevin.  That  justifies  what  I  said.  I 
do  not  complain.  But  you  will  admit  I  took 
my  share  of  every  decision  in  the  coalition 
‘cabinet  and  I  never  heard  of  that  phrase 
until  I  saw  it  in  the  press  but  if  it  had 
ever  been  put  to  me  as  a  member  of  your 
cabinet,  I  should  never  had  agreed  to  such 
a  thing.  I^took  it  as  it  was  and  it  is  rather 
bad  for  the  opposition  to  criticize  me  now 
when  I  am  left  with  such  a  shambles. 

Mr.  Churchill.  It  was  made  by  President 
Roosevelt  without  consultation  with  me.  I 
was  there  on  the  spot  and  I  had  rapidly  to 
consider  whether  our  condition  in  the  world 
would  Justify  me  in  not  giving  support  to 
him. 

I  did  give  support  but  it  was  not  the  idea 
I  had  formed  in  my  own  mind.  If  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Cabinet  had  considered  these  words 
around  the  table  they  would  have  advised 
against  it.  But  working  in  a  great  alliance 
and  with  friends  from  across  the  ocean  we 
had  to  accommodate  ourselves.  But  I  can¬ 
not  think  that  great  harm  came  from  that 
particular  phrase. 

[Several  government  supporters  muttered, 
“Oh,  no.”] 

It  is  a  matter  of  total  indifference  to  me 
whether  you  agree  or  disagree;  but  I  am  not 
at  all  satisfied  that  it  produced  very  evil 
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consequences.  But  I  do  not  think  on  the 
whole  that  it  is  a  phrase  which  we  in  our 
Cabinet  would  have  used. 

I  would  not  have  arisen  on  this  matter 
had  not  Mr.  Bevin,  feeling  so  uneasy  about 
criticisms  [from  the  Conservatives], 
plunged  back  across  the  years  of  history  of 
the  war  and  touched  upon  some  very  large 
and  important  matters  affecting  our  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  United  States  with  a  view 
of  throwing  a  burden  on  me  personally. 
Otherwise  there  could  have  been  no  point 
because  I  was  the  person  responsible  in  these 
matters. 

The  phrase  "unconditional  surrender”  was 
not  brought  before  me  or  agreed  to  in  any 
way  before  it  was  uttered  by  our'  great 
friend  and  august  and  all-powerful  ally,  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  But  I  did 
agree  with  him  after  he  said  it,  and  so  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Cabinet.  Whether,  if  we  had 
all  discussed  this  at  home,  we  should  have 
proposed  such  a  plan  is  another  matter. 

Still,  we  accepted  the  position,  as  he 
thought  it  right  to  do.  I  cannot  feel  there 
can  be  any  separation  of  responsibility  be¬ 
tween  us  in  the  matter,  having  regard  to 
the  long  years  in  which  we  subsequently 
acted  together. 

Mr.  Bevin  used  the  episode  to  suggest  that 
the  difficulties  in  Germany  were  greatly  ag¬ 
gravated  by  the  use  of  this  phrase.  I  am 
not  at  all  sure  that  is  true. 

I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  unless  Hitler 
had  been  murdered  by  some  of  the  plots 
levied  against  him,  by  men  I  can  only  call 
today  patriotic  Germans,  the  situation  would 
have  changed.  He  had  the  strength  and  vigor 
to  carry  on  the  fight — as  it  was  carried  on — 
to  the  last  gasp.  He  and  the  band  of  guilty 
men  around  him  were  in  a  position  where 
they  could  not  look  for  any  pardon  or  safety 
for  their  lives  and  would  have  fought  to  the 
death. 

I  have  been  rather  seriously  criticized  by 
Mr.  Bevin  who  tried  to  throw  all  the  dis¬ 
credit  of  unconditional  surrender  on  me.  If 
he  did  not  mean  that,  he  did  not  mean  any¬ 
thing,  because  he  is  vexed  with  what  was 
said  here. 

There  was  another  matter  to  which  Mr. 
Bevin  referred,  about  which  I  do  not  feel 
so  confident  in  my  conscience  about  the 
judgment  of  my  actions.  That  is  the  Mor- 
genthau — Henry  Morgenthau,  Jr. — agree¬ 
ment  at  the  second — Quebec — conference. 

It  was  initialed  by  the  President  and  by 
me,  and  it  undoubtedly  proposed  a  treatment 
of  Germany  which  was  a  harsh  treatment  in 
that  it  limited  her  to  an  agricultural  coun¬ 
try.  But  that  was  not  a  decision  taken  over 
the  heads  of  the  cabinet.  It  was  not  one 
that  ever  reached  the  cabinet  because  it  was 
only  a  referendum  and  it  was  disapproved 
by  the  State  Department,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  by  my  friends,  and  the  Foreign  Office  on 
the  other,  and  it  just  dropped  on'  one  side. 
It  never  required  a  cabinet  decision  or  had 
any  validity  of  any  kind. 

I  did  not  agree  with  this  paper  for  which 
I  bear,  nonetheless,  a  responsibilty,  but  when 
you  are  fighting  for  life  with  a  fierce  enemy 
I  feel  different  toward  him  to  what  I  do 
when  that  enemy  is  beaten  to  the  ground 
and  suing  for  mercy.  Anyhow,  if  the  docu¬ 
ment  is  ever  brought  up  to  me  I  shall  cer¬ 
tainly  say  that  I  did  not  agree  with  it  and 
I  am  sorry  I  put  my  initials  to  it.  I  can¬ 
not  do  more  than  that,  but  many  things  hap¬ 
pened  with  great  rapidity.  But  to  say  it 
was  done  over  the  heads  of  the  cabinet  is 
quite  untrue. 

These  two  matters  were  dragged  in  in  or¬ 
der  to  justify  Mr.  Bevin  in  pursuing  the  poli¬ 
cy  of  dismantling,  and  the  trials  of  the  Ger¬ 
man  generals.  I  do  not  think  he  need  have 
brought  such  heavy  artillery  back  from  the 
past  to  fire  on  such  matters.  I  do  not  put 
the  case  with  hostility  against  him. 


Mr.  Bevin.  I  hope  the  House  will  allow  me 
to  make  an  explanation.  In  the  first  in¬ 
stance;  with  regard  to  unconditional  sur¬ 
render,  I  want  the  House  and  Mr.  Churchill 
to  be  clear  what  I  was  saying  about  the  use 
of  that  phrase  meant  that  the  whole  con¬ 
stitution  was  smashed  and  military  gover¬ 
nors  and  the  governments  of  the  Allies  have 
had  to  build  right  from  the  bottom  and  I 
did  not  think  that  the  criticism  of  Mr. 
Churchill  was  justified.  He  did  not  take  that 
into  account. 

Then,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  read 
into  the  record,  also,  what  has  now  be¬ 
come  the  popular  pastime  of  joining  the 
bandwagon  when  the  going  gets  too 
rough.  I  refer  to  an  article  by  Felix 
Belair,  Jr.,  which  ties  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  together  with  the  Morgenthau 
plan,  and  which  attempts  to  relieve  for¬ 
mer  Secretary  Hull,  as  well  as  others, 
from  any  responsibility  for  what  has 
happened : 

Surrender  Stand  Surprise  to  Many — War¬ 
time  Memoirs  Show  Hull,  Others  Joined 
Churchill  in  Opposing  Roosevelt  Pol¬ 
icy — Morgenthau  Link  Is  Seen — Deindus¬ 
trialization  Froposal  for  Postwar  Ger¬ 
many  Confused  With  Plan  of  President 
(By  Felix  Belair,  Jr.) 

Washington,  July  21. — Winston  Churchill’s 
surprise  and  distaste  for  the  unconditional 
surrender  policy  adopted  by  the  Allies  in 
World  War  II  was  shared  by  former  Secretary 
of  State  Cordell  Hull  and  not  a  few  others  in 
the  wartime  administration  of  President 
Roosevelt. 

In  his  memoirs  on  that  phase  of  wartime 
policy,  Mr.  Hull  wrote: 

"Originally  this  principle  had  not  formed 
part  of  the  State  Department’s  thinking.  We 
were  as  much  surprised  as  Mr.  Churchill 
when,  for  the  first  time,  the  President,  in 
the  Prime  Minister’s  presence,  stated  it  sud¬ 
denly  to  a  press  conference  during  the  Casa¬ 
blanca  Conference  in  January  1943.  I  was 
told  that  the  Prime  Minister  was  dumb¬ 
founded.” 

Mr.  Hull  wrote  that  the  British  Foreign 
Office  asked  that  the  term  "unconditional 
surrender”  be  avoided  pending  further  re¬ 
flection,  and  that  the  expression  "prompt 
surrender”  be  employed  instead. 

CHURCHILL  WAS  ABSOLVED 

That  the  policy  was  entirely  that  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  also  is  confirmed  by  Robert 
E.  Sherwood  in  his  book  Roosevelt  and  Hop¬ 
kins,  where  the  author  recorded  that  the 
President  completely  absolved  Mr.  Churchill 
of  any  responsibility  for  the  position  an¬ 
nounced  at  Casablanca. 

Former  Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  of 
Montana,  who  was  one  of  the  most  outspoken 
in  his  opposition  to  the  policy  and  called 
for  its  abandonment  as  a  brutal  and  costly 
slogan,  was  among  those  whose  memory  of 
the  circumstances  was  still  fresh. 

He  remembered  having  been  accused  pub¬ 
licly  by  former  Secretary  of  State  Edward  R. 
Stettinius,  who  succeeded  Mr.  Hull,  with  hav¬ 
ing  encouraged  the  enemy  to  hold  out  for  a 
negotiated  peace.  Mr.  Wheeler  had  argued 
in  a  radio  address  that  the  Axis  Powers  were 
being  encouraged  by  the  policy  of  uncondi¬ 
tional  surrender  to  fight  on  in  hopes  of 
avoiding  the  implied  results. 

“What  I  said  about  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  at  the  time  has  been  proved  entirely 
correct,”  said  the  former  Senator,  now  en¬ 
gaged  here  in  the  private  practice  of  law. 

WHEELER  TELLS  OF  PROPOSAL 

It  was  Mr.  Wheeler’s  contention  in  the 
discussion,  he  recalled,  that  the  uncondi¬ 
tional-surrender  policy  would  needlessly  cost 
the  lives  of  thousands  of  men  before  Ger¬ 
many  was  finally  subdued.  He  said  he  had 
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proposed  that  the  President  tell  the  German 
people  in  unmistakable  terms  what  he 
wanted,  just  as  Woodrow  Wilson  had  has¬ 
tened  the  end  of  World  War  I  by  his  14  points. 

In  recounting  the  incident  today,  Mr. 
Wheeler  said  he  had  urged  the  President  to 
call  for  a  United  States  of  Europe,  or  some 
similar  postwar  program  that  would  save 
many  of  the  500,000  men  that  Jimmie  Byrnes 
said  it  might  cost  for  a  successful  Invasion 
of  Europe. 

Although  the  two  policies  were  never  of¬ 
ficially  connected,  that  of  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  came  to  be  linked  in  the  minds  of 
many  in  and  out  of  Government  at  the  time 
with  the  so-called  Morgenthau  plan  (of 
Henry  Morgenthau,  Jr.,  then  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury),  for  the  deindustrialization  of 
Germany  and  its  reduction  in  the  postwar 
period  to  the  status  of  a  pastoral  state. 

The  latter  plan  was  not  brought  forth  un¬ 
til  the  Quebec  Conference  of  the  Big  Three 
late  in  1944.  However,  it  was  generally 
understood  at  the  time  that  the  two  policies 
went  hand  in  hand  and  that  the  one  was  a 
natural  outgrowth  of  the  other,  no  matter 
which  came  first  in  publication. 

CRITICISM  OF  MORGENTHAU  PLAN 

Ultimately,  it  was  the  Morgenthau  plan 
that  came  in  for  the  burden  of  criticism. 
Although  administration  spokesmen  inspired 
reports  at  the  time  that  it  had  been  aban¬ 
doned,  there  was  no  evidence  of  it  in  the 
conduct  of  the  war  or  in  the  development  of 
occupation  policy. 

It  was  the  unfavorable  public  reaction  to 
reports  of  former  Secretary  Morgenthau's 
Carthaginian  postwar  plan  for  Germany  that 
brought  suggestions  of  its  abandonment 
from  administration  sources.  A  Cabinet 
crisis  had  been  in  the  making  ever  since  Mr. 
Morgenthau  had  gone  to  the  Quebec  Confer¬ 
ence  as  the  chief  exponent  of  that  policy 
while  Henry  L.  Stimson,  then  Secretary  of 
War,  and  Mr.  Hull  had  remained  in  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Mr.  Hull’s  objection  to  the  plan,  and  his 
disapproval  of  the  assumption  of  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  entire  matter  by  Mr.  Morgen¬ 
thau  and  the  Treasury,  were  well  known  at 
the  time.  Also,  Mr.  Stimson  had  made  plain 
to  a  number  of  persons  his  resentment  and 
disapproval  of,  and  positive  alarm  over,  the 
turn  the  situation  was  taking,  with  the 
encouragement  of  the  President. 

For  one  thing,  the  unconditional  sur¬ 
render  and  deindustrialization  policies  were 
being  used  to  advantage  by  German  propa¬ 
ganda  at  home,  in  the  opinion  of  many 
Washington  officials. 

FOUND  CAUSE  FOR  CONCERN 

Mi-.  Wheeler  was  one  of  those  who  found 
cause  for  concern  in  the  occupation  policy 
then  taking  form.  He  said  today  that  what¬ 
ever  may  have  been  suggested  by  adminis¬ 
tration  spokesmen  on  the  subject.  President 
Roosevelt  never  did  abandon  the  Morgen¬ 
thau  concept  as  a  guiding  principle  for  Ger¬ 
many’s  postwar  management. 

This  was  reflected  in  a  statement  by  Arch¬ 
ibald  MacLeish,  then  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  in  March  1945  during  a  radio  broad¬ 
cast  with  other  officials  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  on  the  administration's  policy  toward 
Germany  and  Japan. 

"We  don’t  know  how  long  it  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  occupy  Germany  in  order  to  undo  the 
evil  work  that  has  been  done  there,  but  we 
propose  to  stay  with  the  job  until  it  is  fin¬ 
ished,”  Mr.  MacLeish  had  said. 

"We  believe,  however,  that  something 
more  than  the  destruction  of  the  physical 
power  of  Germany  to  make  war  will  be  re¬ 
quired.”' 

It  was  not  until  this  Government  had 
been  confronted  with  the  major  responsi¬ 
bility  for  postwar  European  reconstruction 
and  recovery  that  the  Morgenthau  concept 
was  finally  swept  away  by  the  compelling  ne- 
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cessity  to  bring  Germany  back  into  the  Eu¬ 
ropean  family  as  an  economic  factor,  both 
as  a  producer  and  consumer  of  goods. 

Now  the  occupation  has  swung  to  the  other 
extreme.  The  Marshall  plan  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  to  be  taken  up  in  the  Senate  to¬ 
morrow,  directs  a  reopening  of  the  entire 
controversial  subject  of  German  reparation 
plants  with  a  view  to  the  retention  in  Ger¬ 
many  of  additional  units  for  European  re¬ 
covery  purposes. 

I  commend  my  colleagues  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee  for  in¬ 
cluding  a  provision  for  reconsideration 
of  the  dismantling  of  Germany.  I  call 
upon  my  colleagues  to  rise  against  party 
politics  and  to  exhibit  a  magnificent 
statesmanship  dedicated  to  a  preserva¬ 
tion  of  our  traditional  principles. 

I  conclude  with  words  I  have  spoken 
on  many  another  occasion — words  which 
deserve  the  most  careful  consideration  of 
those  of  us  who  are  about  to  vote  on  the 
ECA  appropriation  bill : 

If  western  civilization  is  to  survive  in  Eu¬ 
rope,  it  must  survive  in  Germany. 

Mr.  President,  if  western  civilization  is 
to  survive  in  Germany,  the  senseless, 
brutal  destruction  of  the  industrial  po¬ 
tential  for  peacetime  purposes  upon 
which  the  German  people  are  absolutely 
dependent  for  survival — this  senseless 
destruction,  I  say,  must  stop,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  time  has  come  for  America  to 
use  all  the  resources  and  all  the  pressure 
at  her  disposal  to  stop  this  dismantle¬ 
ment  once  and  for  all. 

The  Real  Battle  op  1949 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  the  cold 
war  with  Russia,  and  our  fears  of  a  possi¬ 
ble  clash  of  arms,  it  seems  to  me,  have 
tended  to  overshadow  the  most  funda¬ 
mental  of  all  the  issues  which  confront 
us.  The  all-important  question — the 
real  battle  in  1949 — is  this:  Will  the  re¬ 
maining  free  peoples  of  the  world  con¬ 
tinue  to  control  their  governments,  or 
will  their  governments  gain  control  of 
the  people  themselves? 

The  issue  is  freedom  versus  slavery. 
It  is  a  question  of  whether  free  people 
are  to  retain  their  fundamental  liberties 
and  human  rights,  or  whether  they  will 
permit  an  all-powerful  central  govern¬ 
ment  to  tell  them  what  to  do,  when  to 
do  it,  and  how  to  do  it. 

In  Russia  the  die  is  already  cast.  The 
light  of  freedom  flickered  out  long  ago 
behind  the  iron  curtain.  All  is  commu¬ 
nism  now. 

SOCIALISM  IS  A  THREAT  TO  FREEDOM 

In  the  western  world  the  threat  to 
freedom  goes  under  a  different  name — 
socialism.  This  should  confuse  no  one: 
a  stink-weed  under  any  other  name 
smells  the  same.  Socialism  and  com¬ 
munism  are  fruit  of  the  same  tree,  and 
the  roots  of  that  tree  are  the  theories 
of  Karl  Marx.  There  is  this  distinction 
between  the  two:  the  Communist  would 
establish  government  ownership  of  the 
means  of  production  by  overthrowing 
governments  with  force  and  violence. 
The  Socialist  wants  to  accomplish  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  result  without  violence, 
by  peaceful  processes  of  infiltration. 

Several  of  the  countries  of  western 
Europe  are  far  down  the  road  toward  a 


completely  socialized  state.  The  Social¬ 
ist  government  of  England  has  acquired 
and  now  operates  10  important  in¬ 
dustries. 

Prance  has  socialized  23  of  them. 

What  have  been  the  results  of  these 
experiments  in  socialism?  Let  us  see 
what  has  happened  in  Great  Britain. 
Here  are  just  a  few  specific  cases  of  what 
life  in  England  is  like  under  a  Socialist 
bureaucrat’s  thumb. 

British  farmers,  in  particular,  are 
regulated  and  directed  from  sunup  to 
sundown.  A  British  farmer  may  neither 
kill  a  pig,  nor  give  a  dozen  eggs  to  a 
neighbor,  without  first  applying  for  and 
securing  a  permit  from  the  proper  au¬ 
thorities.  The  Ministry  of  Agriculture 
can  force  a  farmer  off  his  own  land  if 
he  does  not  plow,  sow,  and  reap  accord¬ 
ing  to  plan. 

The  British  Board  of  Trade  issued  a 
regulation  requiring  that  metal  discs  be 
attached  to  the  horns  of  pedigreed  Aber¬ 
deen  Angus  bulls  being  exported.  Later 
the  order  was  amended  to  require  instead 
that  the  horns  be  branded.  Then  the 
order  was  canceled  altogether — the 
Board  of  Trade  had  finally  discovered 
that  Aberdeen  Angus  bulls  have  no 
horns. 

Here  is  an  instance  of  how  the  working 
man  fares  under  socialism  in  England. 
A  carpenter  gave  up  his  job  and  appealed 
to  the  British  Labor  Exchange  for  other 
employment.  He  was  told  to  go  back  to 
the  job  or  he  would  have  to  go  to  prison 
for  3  months  or  pay  a  fine  of  $300. 

The  British  Ministry  of  Fuel  deter¬ 
mines  who  may  drive  an  automobile  and 
where  they  may  go. 

The  most  unfortunate  result  of  the 
British  experiments  in  socialism  is  that 
economic  recovery  has  been  interfered 
with,  production  held  back.  The  Brit¬ 
ish  are  now  as  hard  pressed  as  at  any 
time  since  the  end  of  the  war,  and  daily 
their  plight  grows  more  tragic.  This  sit¬ 
uation  is  particularly  unfortunate  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  American  taxpayer, 
who  last  year  contributed  nearly  thirteen 
hundred  million  dollars  to  Great  Britain 
under  the  Marshall  plan.  These  dol¬ 
lars — the  money  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers,  mind  you — were  used  to  finance 
the  British  Socialist  program. 

It  is  time  to  stop  coddling  socialism, 
both  abroad,  and  at  home.  “It  can’t 
happen  here,”  it  is  said,  and  that  “We’ll 
never  see  a  socialistic  United  States.” 
It  was  once  said  that  it  could  not  hap¬ 
pen  in  England,  but  it  did  happen. 

Our  Republic  is  in  danger  now,  en¬ 
dangered  by  those  who  would  substitute 
for  our  free  economy,  a  socialized, 
planned  economy.  Radicals,  who  call 
themselves  liberals  without  knowing  the 
real  meaning  of  the  word,  would  replace 
Americanism  with  statism.  They  would 
weaken  and  impair  the  liberties  which 
we  have  enjoyed  under  the  Bill  of  Rights, 
and  replace  them  with  bureaucratic  reg¬ 
ulations  and  dictatorial  interpretations 
flowing  out  with  monotonous  regularity 
from  Washington.  They  would  subtract 
from  our  social,  political,  and  economic 
freedoms,  and  add  to  the  size  and  power 
of  the  Federal  Government. 


WE  SHOULD  RETURN  TO  THE  PRINCIPLES  OF 
THOMAS  JEFFERSON 

During  the  closing  days  of  the  con¬ 
vention  which  framed  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  wise  old  Ben  Frank¬ 
lin  was  asked  what  kind  of  a  government 
was  set  up  in  the  new  Constitution.  He 
answered:  “We  have  given  them  a  re¬ 
public — if  they  can  keep  it.” 

Our  Republic  is  threatened  today, 
threatened  by  the  rapid  growth  in  the 
size  and  power  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Washington  bureaucrats  are 
more  and  more  injecting  themselves  and 
their  agents  into  the  affairs  of  our  States, 
counties,  cities,  and  townships. 

I  am  convinced  that  we  are  drifting 
in  the  wrong  direction.  We  should  re¬ 
turn  to  the  principles  of  Thomas  Jeffer¬ 
son,  under  which  America  grew  great 
and  strong.  We  should  return  to  the 
principles  of  local  self-government.  I 
think  it  is  time  for  more  government  to 
be  sent  home,  back  to  our  county  court¬ 
houses,  our  city  halls,  and  State  capi¬ 
tals,  back  to  the  grass  roots,  close  to 
the  village  pump,  where  our  people  can 
control  it  and  fit  it  to  their  own  par¬ 
ticular  needs. 

Of  all  the  devices  used  to  concentrate 
authority  in  Washington,  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  are  the  most  popular  among 
power-hungry  bureaucrats.  The  States 
are  not  free  to  use  this  money  as  they 
see  fit — no,  indeed;  there  are  strings 
tied  to  it,  rigid  requirements  laid  down 
by  the  bureaucrats  in  Washington.  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  means  Federal  controls,  just  as 
surely  as  that  night  follows  day. 

There  are  those  who  attempt  to  lull 
us  into  accepting  Federal  aid  by  imply¬ 
ing  that  we  are  getting  something  for 
nothing,  that  it  comes  entirely  from  the 
Federal  Government.  The  money  the 
Federal  Government  spends  can  come 
from  only  one  source,  the  pocketbooks 
of  the  American  taxpayers.  There  is 
no  magic  pot  of  gold  in  Washington. 
Certainly  the  Federal  Government  does 
not  live  on  interest  from  its  foreign 
loans.  Furthermore,  the  dollar  taxed 
out  of  our  citizens’  pockets  and  sent  to 
Washington  is  not  any  bigger  when  it 
goes  back.  The  fact  is  that  it  is  quite  a 
bit  smaller,  because  the  political  broker¬ 
age  of  the  bureaucrats  has  been  taken 
out.  Many  a  dollar  never  finds  its  way 
back  home-  Poor  little  dollar!  It  never 
escapes  the  jingle,  jangle,  jungle  of  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Federal  aid,  then,  means  two  things, 
less  for  the  taxpayers’  money,  more 
regimentation  for  the  taxpayers. 

The  Eighty-first  Congress  has  been 
under  a  barrage  of  proposals  from  the 
Truman  administration  to  strengthen 
and  extend  the  grip  on  our  daily  lives  of 
this  great  Federal  octopus  on  the  banks 
of  the  Potomac.  We  have  been  urged 
to  approve  a  program  of  socialized  med¬ 
icine,  for  example,  which  would  concen¬ 
trate  control  of  the  practice  of  medi¬ 
cine  in  the  hands  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  Brannan  farm  plan,  for 
another,  would  place  the  American 
farmer  in  a  strait-jacket  and  destroy 
his  freedom  of  action,  as  has  happened 
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to  the  British  farmer  under  a  Socialist 
government. 

(SECRETARY  BYRNES  AND  GENERAL  EISENHOWER 
HAVE  WARNED  US 

Former  Secretary  of  State  James  P. 
Byrnes  recently  jolted  Washington  with 
his  stern  warning  against  the  drift  to¬ 
ward  socialism.  He  left  no  doubt  that, 
in  his  opinion,  the  road  we  are  now 
traveling  leads  to  economic  slavery  for 
us  all.  Mr.  Byrnes  pointed  out  that 
“Some  of  the  proposals  now  suggested, 
which  would  curtail  the  liberties  of  the 
people,  are  offered  in  the  name  of  pub¬ 
lic  welfare  and  are  to  be  made  possible 
by  Federal  aid.  That  phrase  is  decep¬ 
tive,”  he  said.  “It  leads  people  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  Federal  aid  funds  come  from  a 
Christmas  tree.”  Finally,  Mr.  Byrnes 
solemnly  warned: 

Beware  of  those  who  promise  you  some¬ 
thing  which  does  not  belong  to  them,  and 
which  can  be  given  to  you  only  at  your  own 
expense. 

General  Eisenhower,  now  president  of 
Columbia  University,  recently  had  this 
to  say: 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  army  of  persons 
who  urge  greater  and  greater  dependence 
upon  the  Federal  Government,  are  really 
more  dangerous  to  our  form  of  government 
than  any  external  threat  that  can  possibly 
be  arrayed  against  us. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  tried  bureau¬ 
cratic  government  from  Washington. 
We  have  learned  that  it  is  always  expen¬ 
sive,  often  inefficient,  and,  above  all 
th$t  it  is  steadily  creeping  up  and  de¬ 
stroying  some  of  our  most  cherished 
liberties. 

The  people  of  my  State,  the  people  of 
Missouri,  have  always  loved  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  our  fathers.  We  are  willing  and 
anxious  to  do  our  full  share  to  save  it 
in  its  constitutional  form,  to  cherish 
and  preserve  it  for  ourselves,  for  our 
children,  and  our  children’s  children. 

THE  LONGSHUfeeMW'TTsfRIKETN' .  ' 

HAWAII 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  I  wish  to  sub¬ 
mit,  in  my  own  behalf,  a  report  to  the. 
Senate  in  respect  to  the  Hawaiian  docjs" 
strike,  which  is  now  raging  in  that  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  world.  / 

It  was  about  2  weeks  ago,  or  within  the 
last  2  weeks,  that  the  people  of  Mnerica 
were  very  much  aroused,  and.  unques¬ 
tionably  greatly  concerned,  bj^a  series  of 
newspaper  advertisements  ..which  were 
published  in  the  major  newspapers  of  the 
country.  They  were  newspaper  adver¬ 
tisements  which  soughjz  to  give  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  people  of  Hawaii  were 
being  subjected  to  inexcusable  hardships 
and  suffering  as  thgTesult  of  union  activ¬ 
ities  in  the  islayms.  Those  advertise¬ 
ments  were  so  alarming  in  their  implica¬ 
tions  and  connotations,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland/  offered  an  excellent  bill 
which  pr/posed  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  appoint  a  board  of  inquiry 
to  conduct  what,  under  the  terms  of  the 
bill,  Jtould  have  amounted  in  fact  to  arbi¬ 
tration  of  the  dispute.  It  was  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  Senator  Knowland  and  those  of 
/■Us  who  sponsored  the  bill  with  him  that 


he  parties  to  the  dispute  would  agree  to 
.rbitration  provided,  as  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Knowland]  and  I  stated 
ipon  the  floor  of  the  Senate  at  the  time 
n  explanation  of  the  bill,  that  the  parties 
vould  accept  the  decision  of  the  board  of 
nquiry  as  final  and  binding. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Dublic  Welfare,  disturbed  also  by  the 
;care  representations  that  were  being 
nade  in  the  advertisements  appearing  in 
\merican  newspapers,  proceeded  with 
mmediate  hearings  on  the  Knowland 
•ill.  It  is  about  those  hearings,  Mr.  Pres- 
dent,  that  I  wish  to  make  a  few  com- 
nents  this  afternoon,  because  the  hear- 
ngs  made  perfectly  clear  that,  as  in  the 
:ase  of  most  propaganda,  the  advertise- 
nents  which  were  published  in  the  press 
)f  this  country  were  exaggerated  and  full 
>f  misrepresentation. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  after  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
leld  a  prolonged  executive  session  on  the 
knowland  bill,  it  then  proceeded  with 
mblic  hearings  on  it.  At  the  first  hear- 
ng  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. , 
Cnowland]  appeared  in  behalf  of  his  owo' 
fill  and  made  an  excellent  statement/fn 
support  of  it.  I  recommend  its  reading 
iy  Members  of  the  Senate  because  his 
statement  more  than  justifies  tje le  bill. 
Zither  sponsors  of  the  bill  appeared  and 
nade  statements  as  to  theiiylntent  in 
•espect  to  tfoe  bill.  / 

The  Senal^  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfai\then,  by  unanimous  vote, 
iecided  to  call  upon  tha^ smployers  con¬ 
cerned  in  the  strike /to  designate  one 
representative  to  aWfear  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  l^atoor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  to  present  tj/ie  employers’  point  of 
/iew  and  react/bns  an\  suggestions  in 
respect  to  thy  Knowland,  bill,  and  the 
committee  ^Iso  requested^Uie  union  to 
select  one  Representative  to 'appear  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  in  publi^hearings. 
j  Such  hytirings  were  arranged  tpr,  Mr. 
"President,  and  the  employers  sent»to  the 
hearings  an  attorney  representing,  the 
employers  of  Hawaii  who  were  involved 
inr  the  strike,  a  man  by  the  name  of  Mjl 
James  Blaisdell,  and  the  union  sent  theirK 
^international  president,  Mr.  Bridges.  I 
want  to  say  at  the  outset  that  before  I 
finish  I  will  have  something  to  say  about 
Mr.  Bridges,  and  of  my  viewpoint  con¬ 
cerning  some  of  his  tactics  of  labor  lead¬ 
ership,  and  my  unmistakable  viewpoint 
of  complete  opposition  to  his  political 
philosophy. 

In  the  first  part  of  these  remarks,  Mr. 
President,  I  want  to  give  the  Senate  the 
benefit  of  at  least  my  reaction  to  the 
record  which  was  made  by  these  two 
spokesmen  of  the  conflicting  forces  in 
the  Hawaiian  strike,  Mr.  Blaisdell  and 
Mr.  Bridges.  I  speak  as  one  who  for  the 
past  decade  or  so — yes,  for  the  past  15 
years — has  participated  in  the  so-called 
middle  position,  the  position  of  repre¬ 
senting  the  public  interest,  the  position 
of  an  impartial  arbitrator,  in  a  very  large 
number  of  labor  cases.  If  one  were  to 
include  in  that  record  the  great  many 
cases  in  which  I  participated  during  the 
war  in  association  with  the  distinguished 
present  Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate, 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Graham],  I  suppose  the  count  would  show 


that  in  the  past  15  years  I  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  2,000  or  more  cases.  Therefdre, 
I  think  it  is  proper  for  me  to  sqy  in 
spite  of  the  personal  reference, /that  I 
believe  I  comment  on  the  Hawaiian  strike 
today  with  a  broad  background,^  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  tactics  of  parties  to  labor 
disputes,  their  aims  and  objectives,  and 
the  strategies  they  can  bfe  expected  to 
use,  depending  upon  the  strength  or 
weakness  of  the  case/  and  with  some 
knowledge  as  to  fai/  procedure  which 
should  be  used  in  labor  cases  if  our  ob¬ 
jective  is  to  settle  cases  on  their  merits. 

With  that  baplfground,  I  wish  *b  say 
that  in  my  opinion  I  have  never  T.stened 
to  an  employers’  case  so  weak  on  the 
merits,  so  dbviously  designed  to  avoid 
the  true  issues,  and  so  patently  designed 
to  prevent  a  decision  on  the  merits,  as 
the  case  of  the  employers  in  the  present 
Hawaiian  dispute. 

ItRwas  very  interesting  to  hear  the  re¬ 
actions  of  the  correspondents  and  re¬ 
porters  who  attended  that  public  hear¬ 
ing.  Since  I  have  been  in  the  Senate  I 
have  never  had  a  group  of  reporters  come 
to  me  and  express  such  unanimity  of 
point  of  view  in  their  reaction  to  a  hear¬ 
ing  as  did  the  reporters  who  came  to  me 
after  our  hearing  the  other  day  on  the 
Hawaiian  dispute.  With  complete  una¬ 
nimity  they  expressed  views  to  the  effect 
that  they  were  at  a  loss  to  understand 
how  an  employer  representative  at  a 
public  hearing  before  a  committee  of  the 
United  States  Senate  could  present  a 
case  as  weak  as  the  case  which  Mr. 
Blaisdell  was  forced  to  present.  He  is 
not  at  fault.  He  appeared  before  us 
without  the  authorization  which  he 
should  have  had  from  his  principals,  if 
he  were  to  take  the  steps  necessary  to 
settle  the  dispute  on  the  basis  of  the 
merits. 

Many  counsel  have  appeared  before  me 
in  labor  cases.  I  have  never  felt  so 
sorry  for  a  counsel  as  I  did  for  Mr.  Blais¬ 
dell  the  other  day.  Had  he  been  given 
the  proper  authorization  by  his  princi¬ 
pals  it  would  have  enabled  him  to  settle 
the  case  on  a  high  level  of  industrial 
statesmanship  and  in  the  public  interest. 
l  All  he  could  say  when  various  proposals 
Vere  made  to  him  by  the  committee  was, 
“sjvill  take  them  back  to  my  principals.” 

From  the  examination  of  Mr.  Blaisdell 
and  Mr.  Bridges  I  thought  it  became  very 
clear  wtoat  the  basic  issues  in  the  Hawai¬ 
ian  disjsute  really  are.  They  are  not 
the  issues\tated  in  large  advertisements 
in  the  American  press,  which  cost  many 
thousands  orVdollars.  What  we  read  in 
the  press  was  propaganda. 

Let  us  go  into  ^ie  merits.  This  morn¬ 
ing  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  receded  a  long  radiogram 
from  Mr.  W.  R.  Start,  chairman  of  the 
stevedoring  companiesNaegotiating  com¬ 
mittee,  the  employers’  group  involved  in 
the  Hawaiian  dispute,  in  response  to  the 
proposal  which  was  made  bv  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub%  Welfare, 
that  the  employers  and  repreWitatives 
of  the  union  meet  in  Washington  under 
the  auspices  and  good  offices  of  th'^  Fed¬ 
eral  Conciliation  and  Mediation  Service, 
and  here,  far  removed  from  the  emo¬ 
tionalism,  the  anger,  and  the  hysteria  of 
the  dispute  as  it  presently  exists  in 
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and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  im- 
rrtediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  read  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate, 

The  Report  was  read,  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  Of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
2021)  to  provide  increased  pensions  for 
widows  and  children  of  deceased  members 
and  retired  memtfers  of  the  Police  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Fire  ^Department  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  h'swe  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommenA^to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  fftam  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  trie  Senate  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  and  4,  and  agree  to  tfcte  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  Yte  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Seimte  num¬ 
bered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same 'with  an 
amendment,  as  follows :  In  lieu  of  toe  mat¬ 
ter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  2.  The  fifth  paragraph  of  section >12 
of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1916  (D.  C.  Cods 
1940  ed.,  sec.  4-509),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  ‘The  Commissioners  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  are  authorized  to  pay  from  the 
said  policemen  and  firemen’s  relief  fund, 
District  of  Columbia,  a  sum  not  exceeding 
6250  in  any  one  case  to  defray  the  funeral 
expenses  of  any  deceased  member  of  the 
Police  Department  or  the  Fire  Department  of 
said  District  dying  while  in  the  service 
thereof.’  ** 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Lester  Hunt, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Andrew  F.  Schoeppel, 
Managers  on  the  Part  o /  the  Senate. 
James  C.  Davis, 

Arthur  G.  Klein, 

J.  Glenn  Beall, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

MILITARY  AID  TO  FREE  NATIONS— 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  (H. 

DOC.  NO.  276) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  which  was  read. 

(For  President’s  message,  see  todaj 
proceedings  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  pp.  10325-10327.) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The /Chair 
would  like  to  state  that  this  Message 
involves  the  question  of  reference  to  a 
committee.  The  Senator  fyom  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  TydingsI,  the  anairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Armedr  Services,  re¬ 
quested  the  Chair  to  alltw  the  message 
to  lie  on  the  table  until  he  could  return 
tomorrow  and  that  is  what  the  Chair 
will  do.  There  wilPoe  no  reference  of 
the  message  unti*  tomorrow.  That  is 
without  prejudice'  in  any  respect. 

TRIBUTE  TO  /RE  LATE  ALEXANDER  F. 
WHITNEY 

Mr.  NEIjJLY.  Mr.  President,  the  cus¬ 
tom  of  commemorating  the  memory  of 
the  deqd  is  as  old  as  the  human  race; 
as  ennobling  as  the  Golden  Rule;  as 
enduring  as  the  everlasting  hills. 

Let  us  momentarily  suspend  the  re¬ 
gular  procedure  of  the  Senate  and  im¬ 
prove  the  interlude  by  solemnly  observ¬ 


ing  this  ancient  custom  of  commemora¬ 
tion  in  undying  honor  of  a  never-to-be 
forgotten,  illustrious  American,  Alexan¬ 
der  F.  Whitney,  late  president  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Railroad  Trainmen,  who 
at  an  early  hour  in  the  morning  of  Sat¬ 
urday  the  sixteenth  day  of  July,  passed 
from  the  turbulent  land  of  the  living 
into  the  silent  land  of  the  dead. 

This  truly  remarkable  man — the  son 
of  a  minister  of  the  gospel — was  born 
in  a  humble  home  in  Iowa  76  years  ago. 
At  the  age  of  15  he  became  a  railroad 
news  agent  and  began  his  lifelong  battle 
to  promote  the  welfare  of  his  fellow  men. 

By  virtue  of  his  unusual  intelligence, 
unimpeachable  integrity  and  unlimited 
industry,  he  rapidly  ascended  to  great 
heights  on  the  ladders  of  success  and 
fortune  and  fame.  In  1928  he  became 
the  president  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail¬ 
road  Trainmen,  one  of  the  most  populous 
of  railroad  labor  organizations.  This 
high  office  he  continued  to  hold  until  his 
cheery  voice  at  last  became  mute  and  his 
tired  heart  ceased  to  beat. 

What  Moses  was  to  the  Israelites  in 
{heir  departure  from  the  land  of  bondy 
re;  what  Joshua  was  to  that  favors 
people  upon  their  entrance  into  the  Ijmd 
of  promise,  Alexander  Whitney  ware  to 
the  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  railroad 
trainmAp  during  the  last  21  yeaoT 

Throughout  his  long  and  Jfiusy  life, 
where  dutV  led  he  followed— ^fearless  of 
foes,  heedras  of  misfonunes  and 
thoughtless  oS  rewards,  JRis  character 
was  spotless ;  mv  reputation  was  without 
a  stain.  He  was\,  steadfast  Christian,  a 
devoted  husband,  aJjrVing  father,  and  a 
faithful  friend.  AsX  great  labor  leader, 
he  constantly  wor^tnfc  white  plume  of  a 
blameless  life.  As  a  great  patriot,  he 
loved  principle  inore  thanuparty.  He  ha¬ 
bitually  buried  incense  orwthe  altar  of 
eternal  truth' and  worshiped*^  the  shrine 
of  universal  good. 

For  hi* 'patriotism  we  lauded'fcim;  for 
his  service  to  his  country  we  honored 
himjvior  his  devotion  to  his  family  and 
his  /fiends  we  loved  him.  As  we  lauded, 
honored,  and  loved  him  in  life,  so  we , 
ere  him  in  death,  tenderly  cherish  hf 
'memory,  and  in  imagination  strew  the' 
freshest,  fairest,  and  most  fragrant  of 
flowers  above  his  sacred  dust.  We  wrap 
the  stainless  record  of  his  outstanding 
achievements  in  the  silver  foil  of  appre¬ 
ciation,  entwine  it  with  the  golden 
threads  of  affection,  and  store  it  in  the 
casket  of  fond  recollections  where  neith¬ 
er  moth  nor  rust  can  corrupt  it,  where 
thieves  cannot  break  through  and  steal  it. 

We  are  comforted  by  the  thought  that 
this  beloved  friend  was  spared  the  suf¬ 
fering  of  a  long  illness.  His  very  last  day 
upon  this  “bank  and  shoal”  of  time  he 
devoted  to  the  faithful  discharge  of  his 
official  duties.  That  night  he  was  appar¬ 
ently  in  perfect  health,  and  as  usual, 
he — 

Wrapped  the  drapery  of  his  couch 

About  him,  and  lay  down  to  pleasant  dreams. 

Soon  after  midnight  he  suffered  a 
heart  attack  and  a  few  minutes  later  he 
fell  asleep  to  wake  on  earth  no  more. 

In  this  moment  of  melancholy  reflec¬ 
tion  we  realize  that  President  Whitney 
has  passed  the  limits  of  earthly  vision; 
his  shadowy  form  cannot  be  seen  through 


the  illusions  of  love,  the  telescopes  of 
science,  or  the  tears  of  grief. 

Once  more  arises  the  world-old  ques¬ 
tion  asked  by  the  suffering  Job./Tf  a 
man  die,  shall  he  live  again?”  IJut,  un¬ 
like  the  afflicted  patriarch,  weAeek  no 
“refuge  either  in  silence  or  submission.” 
We  simply  turn  from  thitf'perplexing 
question  of  the  Old  Testantfent  to  find  it 
answered  in  the  new  by  .Him  who  came 
15  centuries  after  Job,  Aid  said: 

I  am  the  resurrection  and  the  life;  he 
that  believeth  in  me,  Aiough  he  were  dead, 
yet  shall  he  live;  an*  whosoever  liveth.and 
believeth  in  me  sbafl  never  die. 

In  this  divinariromise  we  put  our  trust. 
While  dogmasnperish  and  heresies  crum¬ 
ble;  while  aAiosticism  decays  and  athe¬ 
ism  dies,  ye  shall  continue  to  lean  upon 
the  Everlasting  Arm,  believing  that  the 
twilighfraere  is  but  the  dawn  of  a  grander 
day  upon  some  other  shore;  believing 
thaythe  feeble  flame  that  flickers  here 
four  a  little  while  will  at  last  leap  into  a 
right  and  shining  light  when  the  spirit 
if  man  has  winged  its  way  back  to  Him 
that  gave  it  birth. 

It  is  our  consoling  hope  and  belief  that 
President  Whitney  and  all  those  who 
mourn  his  loss  will  eventually  be  reunited 
in  that  “realm  where  the  rainbow  never 
fades”;  where  no  one  ever  grows  old; 
where  sickness  never  comes,  friends  never 
part,  and  loved  ones  never,  never  die. 
Beloved  husband,  father,  friend — 

Farewell.  *  *  * 

All  our  hearts  are  buried  with  you, 

All  our  thoughts  go  onward  with  you. 
Come  not  back  again  to  labor. 

Come  not  back  again  to  suffer, 

Where  the  famine  and  the  fever 
Wear  the  heart  and  waste  the  body. 

Soon  our  task  will  be  completed. 

Soon  your  footsteps  we  shall  follow, 

To  the  Islands  of  the  Blessed,  *  *  • 

To  the  Land  of  the  Hereafter. 

Oh,  sainted  dead,  peacefully  sleep  and 
blissfully  dream  on  and  on,  through  sun¬ 
shine  and  shadow,  through  seedtime  and 
harvest,  through  winter’s  storm  and  sum¬ 
mer’s  calm  until  the  angelic  harbinger  of 
the  resurrection  shall  arouse  thee  from 
thy  slumber  and  usher  thee  through  the 
pearly  gates  of  paradise  into  the  never- 
gnding  joy  and  glory  of  thy  Lord. 

Ir.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
deeply  appreciate  the  highly  inspira- 
tionai  and  deeply  affectionate  tribute 
whicmhas  just  been  paid  by  the  junior 
Senatonfrom  West  Virginia  to  his  friend. 

Mr.  Lul^AS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  very  ap¬ 
pealing  remarks  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
about  the  late  Mt  Whitney.  In  my  time 
in  the  Senate  of  ihe  United  States,  I  do 
not  believe  I  havevever  heard  a  more 
beautiful  or  lovely  tribute  than  the  one 
which  has  just  been  p^id  to  Mr.  Whit¬ 
ney  by  the  able  Senatonirom  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  \ 

Mr.  McKELLAR,  Mi’.  President,  let 
me  say  that  I  have  listened  with  pro¬ 
found  Interest  and  appreciation  to  the 
remarks  of  the  able  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  about  Mr.  Whitney.  I  endorse 
every  word  my  friend  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  said  about  Mr.  Whitney. 
I  have  known  Mr.  Whitney  for  many, 
many  years.  He  was  one  of  the  finest 
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^nen  I  ever  knew.  At  a  subsequent  time 
hope  to  have  an  opportunity  to  say 
tore  fully  what  I  think  of  his  splendid 
\e  and  character  and  his  wonderful  ac¬ 
complishments  in  behalf  of  his  fellow 

T.EGTSL'ATXVir  RROGHAST  . T~ 

LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  Ms 
statement,  because  I  was  just  about  to 
makl  that  request,  in  view  of  a  conver¬ 
sation  I  had  had  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  'president,  I  should  like  to  make 
one  orvtwo  announcements  with  respect 
to  the  legislative  program.  We  ar|  now, 
as  everyone  knows,  considering  House 
bill  4830|  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation 
Act,  195 A  Just  how  long  we  shall  be 
debating  j,he  bill  obviously  no  one  can 
say,  although  it  is  the  hope  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  and  of  others  that  we  may 
finish  it  within  2  days’  time/  It  may 
take  longei\  in  view  of  the  number  of 
amendment!  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
a  great  many  Senators  are  continually 
asking  about’.the  adjournment  date,  it 
is  the  hope  of  the  Senator  ^rom  Illinois 
that  we  may  expedite  the  debate  upon 
this  important  tneasure  and  reach  a  con¬ 
clusion  as  soon'.as  possible. 

Last  week  I  ripade  the  announcement 
we  would  hold  a  night  session  Tuesday 
night  and  another  night  session  Thurs¬ 
day  night.  In  talcing  with  the  minority 
leader  and  with  qther  Members  of  the 
Senate  it  was  thoiight  that,  starting  to¬ 
morrow  evening  around  7:30,  it  might  be 
a  very  good  time  to\cadl  the  calendar,  in 
the  hope  that  we  Blight  by  that  time 
have  finished  with  tjpis  bill.  If  not,  we 
will  call  the  calendai\  starting  from  the 
beginning,  I  think,  or  the  calendar  and 
going  through  to  the  end  of  it.  A  num¬ 
ber  of  measures  have  ’been  reported  to 
the  Senate  since  the  calendar  was  last 
called,  and  I  think  it  injportant  that  we 
dispose  of  a  number  of  the  bills. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  |o  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield.  i 
Mr.  WHERRY.  I  appreciate  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  the  calendar  will  be 
called  from  the  beginning.  ‘.Do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  the  majority  leader  to 
say  that  at  7:30  the  calendar  will  be 
called,  regardless  of  whether  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  foreign-aid  bill  nas  been 
concluded?  \ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct.  \ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  a  definite  an¬ 
nouncement  of  7:30;  is  that  corract? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator’s  under¬ 
standing  is  correct.  Mr.  President  that 
is  all  I  desire  to  say.  \ 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield.  \ 

Mr.  LANGER.  Did  the  Senator  $ay 
th£t  would  be  tomorrow  evening? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Tomorrow  evening.  \ 
Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  have  anything  further 
to  say  about  another  night  session? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes;  there  will  be  an¬ 
other  night  session  Thursday 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
,the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

POSITION  OF  PERENNIAL  HORTICULTURAL 
PRODUCTS  IN  EXPORT  FIELD 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
with  the  ECA  appropriation  bill  before 
us  and  with  the  reciprocal  trade  legisla¬ 
tion  soon  to  come  up,  the  time  is  most 
appropriate  to  remind  the  Senate  of  the 
position  of  the  so-called  perennial  horti¬ 
cultural  products  in  the  field  of  exports. 

I  come  from  a  great  horticultural 
State.  In  common  with  Senators  from 
Oregon,  Washington,  Arizona,  Texas, 
Florida,  Michigan,  the  great  peach  States 
of  the  South,  and  the  apple-producing 
areas  of  the  Appalachians  and  New  Eng¬ 
land,  we  have  been  repeatedly  told  that 
the  vital  question  involved  in  appropriat¬ 
ing  American  taxpayers’  dollars  under 
the  ECA  program  is  one  of  the  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  Europe. 

It  was  never  intended  that  its  purpose 
or  result  should  be  the  destruction  of  an 
important  segment  of  the  United  States 
economy.  There  are  strong  indications 
that  European  nations  are  using  funds 
made  available  by  this  country  to  finance 
a  trade  blockade  for  perennial  horticul¬ 
tural  and  other  products. 

The  horticultural  interests  of  the  Na¬ 
tion,  in  the  hearings  on  the  agricultural 
:  appropriation  bill  before  the  Senate  sub- 
;  committee  on  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tions,  presented  a  statement  on  behalf 
of  the  Dried-Fruit  Association  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  the  California  Prune  and  Apricot 
Growers  Association,  the  Sunmaid  Raisin 
Growers  of  California,  the  California 
Walnut  Growers  Association,  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Almond  Growers  Exchange,  the 
Northwest  Nut  Growers,  the  United  Fresh 
Fruit  and  Vegetable  Association,  the 
Northwest  Horticultural  Council,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Apple  Institute,  the  International 
.Apple  Association,  the  California  Fruit 
Growers  Exchange,  the  California  Grape 
and  Tree  Fruit  League,  the  Mutual 
Orange  Distributors,  and  the  Florida 
Citrus  Commission,  pointing  out  that 
during  the  prewar  period  1934-38  the 
fruit  industry  ranked  third  in  the  list 
,  of  agricultural  exports  of  the  United 
|  States,  after  cotton  and  tobacco.  Among 
•  foods,  it  ranked  first,  ahead  of  wheat. 
:  Twenty-eight  percent  of  the  apples  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest,  44  percent  of  fall 
.  and  winter  pears,  and  40  percent  of  dried 
fruits  went  into  export.  Very  substan¬ 
tial  quantities  of  citrus  fruit  in  fresh 
■  form,  and  of  eastern  apples,  also  found 
I  their  way  into  export  markets.  There 
were  substantial  exports  of  table  grapes, 
Bartlett  pears,  and  plums,  and  certain 
horticultural  items  have  depended,  to  a 
large  extent,  based  on  long-established 
history,  on  export  outlets  for  their  very 
existence.  In  fact,  many  varieties  of 
fresh  fruits  have  been  planted  solely  to 
fill  an  export  demand  which  existed  pre¬ 
war.  Many  other  varieties,  sizes,  and 
i  specifications  found  their  most  popular 
outlet  in  export  markets.  The  export 
market  was  not  a  refuge  for  surpluses, 


it  was  a  primary  market  for  which  defi¬ 
nite  acreage  was  planted,  and  in  which 
particular  grades  and  classifications 
found  their  only  important  source  of 
distribution. 

Today,  that  market  is  reduced  to  in¬ 
significance.  Fruits  and  fruit  products 
exported  in  1934-39  had  an  average 
value,  according  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  of  about  $177,000,000  at 
present-day  prices.  In  1948,  not  more 
than  $20,000,000  worth  of  fruits  were 
exported,  of  which  nearly  $15,000,000 
worth  were  sent  under  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  programs, 
with  some  support  from  ECA,  but  with 
a  much  greater  support  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army.  There  is  no  indica¬ 
tion  that  1949  will  see  any  greater  ex¬ 
ports.  In  fact,  with  the  present  finan¬ 
cial  situation  as  reported  from  Great 
Britain,  with  the  recent  action  of  Canada 
in  embargoing,  for  all  intents  and  pur¬ 
poses,  imports  of  United  States  fruit, 
with  the  troubled  situation  that  exists 
in  the  Orient,  it  is  safe  to  assume  that 
without  administrative  redirection  of 
Government  policy,  1949  will  not  see  any 
greater  exports  than  the  previous  year, 
and  probably  less. 

This  poses  the  question,  How  much 
longer  are  the  great  horticultural  in¬ 
terests  of  this  Nation,  to  which  I  have 
referred,  going  to  be  able  to  help  support 
a  Government  program  in  which  they 
are  the  victims  of  an  economic  back¬ 
fire?  Those  engaged  in  horticultural 
pursuits  have  given  a  substantial  meas¬ 
ure  of  support  to  the  ECA  program,  be¬ 
cause  they  believed  that  a  rehabilitated, 
war-torn  world  would  not  only  result  in 
economic  health  abroad  but  would  also 
result  in  the  reestablishment  of  historic 
trade  channels  and  the  opening  up  of 
expanding  opportunities. 

We  are  now  faced  with  the  fact  that 
unless  there  is  a  redirection  of  adminis¬ 
tration,  as  indicated  by  the  Senate  re¬ 
port  on  agricultural  appropriations,  we 
can  expect  little,  if  any,  exports  of  hor¬ 
ticultural  products.  Even  those  who  are 
interested  in  exports  of  such  important 
items  as  cotton,  wheat,  and  tobacco  can 
look  forward  to  greatly  diminished  ex¬ 
ports  of  these  agricultural  commodities 
while  embargoes  and  currency  restric¬ 
tions  are  enlarged  abroad. 

We  have  been  advised  of  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  a  bilateral  trade  agreement  be¬ 
tween  Great  Britain  and  Russia,  calling 
for  substantial  imports  on  the  part  of 
Great  Britain  of  coarse  grains,  includ¬ 
ing  wheat.  Bilateral  trade  agreements 
have  been  concluded  by  Great  Britain 
with  Argentina,  and  others  are  in  the 
process  of  negotiation  with  countries  on 
the  continent.  The  present  financial 
situation  in  Great  Britain  has  occasioned 
a  stringent  policy  on  the  part  of  the 
members  of  the  British  commonwealth 
of  nations  toward  added  or  even  any  ex¬ 
ports  from  the  United  StaU.  of  America. 
The  recent  embargo  on  fresh  fruits  from 
the  United  States  on  the  part  of  Canada 
and  their  indicated  policy  with  respect  to 
quotas  on  such  horticultural  items  as 
may  be  admitted,  is  a  case  in  point. 

American  dollars  are  even  being  used 
through  the  use  of  counterpart  funds  to 
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retire  the  debts  of  foreign  nations,  par¬ 
ticipants  in  ECA  relief,  while  our  own 
debt  mounts.  Funds  made  available  by 
the  ECA  program  are  being  used  to  so¬ 
lidify  permanently  agricultural  indus¬ 
tries  where  they  had  not  existed  prior  to 
World  War  II.  They  will  compete  with 
our  own,  even  should  conditions  ever  be¬ 
come  normal  again.  Under  these  con¬ 
ditions,  we  stand  a  good  chance  of  losing 
any  future  export  business  through  the 
employment  of  bilateral  agreements  and 
the  use  of  our  funds  in  such  a  manner. 

The  fresh-  and  dried-fruit  industry  of 
this  country  is  not  receiving  mandatory 
price  support  in  any  form  whatsoever, 
yet  no  industry  has  done  more  to  help 
itself  under  such  legislation  as  is  avail¬ 
able  to  it.  We  have  marketing  agree¬ 
ments  on  citrus  fruits,  on  peaches  in  the 
southern  States,  deciduous  tree  fruits  in 
California,  fall  and  winter  pears  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  Oregon,  and  California.  We 
have  pending  industry  agreements  under 
consideration  in  dried  fruit.  Even  the 
producers  of  the  great  staple  commodi¬ 
ties  such  as  wheat,  tobacco,  cotton,  and 
others  have  not  accomplished  as  much 
to  help  themselves  as  have  the  horticul¬ 
tural  industries  of  this  Nation.  Yet  we 
are  wondering,  in  the  face  of  conditions 
as  they  now  exist,  how  much  longer  the 
producers  of  even  these  staple  commodi¬ 
ties  are  going  to  be  able  to  continue  to 
support  present  ECA  export  programs  as 
presently  directed. 

If  all  agriculture  becomes  distressed, 
and  even  if  the  manufacturers  of  non- 
agricultural  items  are  being  squeezed  out 
of  the  international  market  by  reason  of 
present  policies,  how  much  longer  can 
the  program  continue?  Our  friends 
abroad  should  take  notice  of  the  fact  that 
cooperation  and  reciprocity  are  a  two- 
way  street. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  hor¬ 
ticultural  industries  of  the  Nation  have 
not  been  in  the  forefront  asking  manda¬ 
tory  price  supports.  They  have  chosen 
as  a  policy  to  do  everything  within  their 
own  power  first  to  help  themselves,  but 
again  the  point  has  been  reached  when 
the  Congress  must  expect  these  impor¬ 
tant  industries  to  demand  equity  of 
treatment.  The  ECA  program  contem¬ 
plated,  in  spite  of  many  signs  to  the 
contrary,  the  rehabilitation  of  Europe  by 
1951.  By  that  time,  without  some  aid, 
the  horticultural  industries  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  will  be  faced  with  irretrievable  loss 
of  trees,  vines,  packing  houses,  and  other 
capital  assets,  not  to  mention  the  loss  of 
taxes  paid  by  farmers  to  support  the 
county,  State,  and  Nation.  All  signs  in¬ 
dicate  we  are  financing  or  helping  to  fi¬ 
nance  a  self-sufficiency  in  the  trading  of 
horticultural  products  between  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  western  Europe  and  that  we 
have  been  engaged  in  a  policy  which,  if 
permitted  to  continue,  may  well  mean 
the  permanent  loss  of  our  export  market 
for  these  perennial  horticultural  prod¬ 
ucts. 

The  plain,  cold  facts  of  the  matter  are 
that  Great  Britain,  the  principal  prewar 
export  customer  for  horticultural  prod¬ 
ucts,  as  well  as  other  European  countries, 
is  substituting  other  sources  of  supply 
for  fruits  which  it  formerly  obtained 
frora  the  United  States.  If  they  were 


denying  themselves  these  fruits  in  an 
effort  to  improve  their  economy  it  would 
be  a  policy  which  could  not  be  criticized. 
But  the  figures  show  that  this  is  far 
from  the  case;  in  fact  in  the  instance  of 
Great  Britain,  present  imports  of  fruit 
show  they  are  approaching  prewar  levels. 

In  the  consideration  of  perennial  hor¬ 
ticultural  products  the  Congress  has  not, 
to  date,  earmarked  or  set  aside  a  spe¬ 
cial  appropriation  within  the  structure 
of  ECA  for  the  exclusive  use  of  aiding 
exports  of  such  items,  or,  for  that  mat¬ 
ter,  as  yet  in  the  provision  of  funds  for 
price  supports  as  set  up  in  agricultural 
legislation.  The  subcommittee  on  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriations,  however,  in  re¬ 
porting  on  the  Agricultural  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act  for  1950,  made  the  following 
statement  in  connection  with  section  32, 
which  was  included  in  the  report  of  the 
full  committee: 

The  committee  gave  serious  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  plea  of  national  perennial  hor¬ 
ticultural  interests  that  the  funds  provided 
under  section  32  of  the  act  of  August  24, 
1935,  be  supplemented  by  an  additional 
$50,000,000.  The  committee  recognized  the 
unique  position  and  need  of  this  industry, 
arising  from  the  temporary  loss  of  long¬ 
standing  export  markets,  and  the  inability 
of  the  fruit  grower  to  reduce  production 
loss  of  capital  investment  in  packing  and 
other  facilities.  The  committee  also  took 
note  that  this  industry,  together  with  other 
agricultural  interests  which  do  not  receive 
mandatory  price  supports,  is  entirely  de¬ 
pendent  upon  section  32  for  assistance,  and 
that  section  32  funds  may  be  used  to  facili¬ 
tate  utilization  of  these  commodities  under 
the  terms  of  section  112  of  the  economic  co¬ 
operation  act  of  1948,  as  amended.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  not  added  the  requested  sum  to 
the  section  32  fund,  believing  that  such 
funds,  now  relieved  from  the  obligation  of 
paying  for  the  school  lunch  program,  will 
be  adequate  to  give  the  relief  needed.  The 
committee  believes  that  the  situation  of 
horticulture  falls  squarely  within  the  in¬ 
tended  primary  objectives  of  section  32,  and 
must  be  met  under  that  section.  It  is 
the  view  of  the  committee  that  section  32 
funds  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  in  the  fullest  extent  practi¬ 
cable  to  encourage  the  exportation  or  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  of  perennial  horticultural 
crops  and  their  products. 

The  purpose  of  these  remarks  today  is 
to  urge  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Administrator  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  to  put  into  effect  as  soon 
as  possible,  and  upon  showing  by  the 
industry,  for  this  year’s  horticultural 
production,  section  32  funds  for  such 
commodities  on  which  aid  can  be  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  industry  groups  involved 
and  to  encourage  the  opening  up  of  our 
historic  channels  of  trade. 

Nor  should  any  theoretical  or  academic 
obstructions  be  placed  in  the  way  of  the 
horticultural  industry  in  making  such 
help  available.  These  industries,  on  the 
whole,  are  in  distress,  and  since  at  the 
moment  section  32  is  the  only  available 
vehicle  for  support  to  the  horticultural 
industry,  and  since  in  section  112  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  is  found  the 
machinery  for  using  section  32  funds  as 
an  aid  to  export  of  fruits,  it  is  my  con¬ 
sidered  opinion  that  the  Senate,  in  ap¬ 
proving  the  language  referred  to  in  both 
acts,  and  in  the  report  of  the  Senate 
Agricultural  Committee,  fully  expects  the 


Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  to  use  these  funds  to  aid  horticult¬ 
ural  industry  to  the  fullest  extent  prac¬ 
ticable. 

We  shall  continue  to  watch  and  ob¬ 
serve  with  great  interest  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  tangible,  workable  program 
to  aid  the  horticultural  industry  of  this 
Nation.  Results  and  not  excuses  are  the 
need  of  the  hour.  We  do  not  lose  sight 
of  the  international  objectives  of  pres¬ 
ent  policies.  However,  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  the  Congress  must  not  ignore 
the  warning  signals  that  are  already 
glowing  along  the  domestic  economic 
.  tracks.  Wise  men  and  administrators 
at  home  and  abroad  will  be  well  advised 
to  review  present  policies. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Sten- 
nis  in  the  chair).  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  first  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr  Wherry],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
and  I  have  proposed  an  amendment  to 
the  pending  measure,  and  I  should  like 
to  ask  that  the  clerk  read  the  emend- 
men  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  by  the  clerk. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  behalf  of 
himself  and  other  Senators,  Mr.  Kem 
proposes  the  following  amendment: 

On  page  14,  after  line  15,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  202.  No  part  of  the  appropriations 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  furnished  to 
any  participating  country,  or  government  or 
agency  thereof,  which  shall,  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  ast,  acquire  or  operate, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  any  basic  industry 
thereof,  other  than  Industries  the  acquisition 
of  which  has  been  completed  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act.” 

On  page  14,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  202” 
•  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  203.’? 

I.  PURPOSE  OP  THE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  just  been  read  by  the 
clerk  provides,  in  effect,  that  no  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  from  the  United  States  Treas¬ 
ury  for  recovery  and  relief  in  Europe  shall 
be  used  to  further  socialization  of  basic 
industries  there.  Specifically,  it  requires 
that  no  money  shall  be  furnished  to  any 
Marshall  plan  country  which  undertakes 
to  acquire  in  the  future  any  basic  indus¬ 
try  for  operation  by  the  state.  Under 
this  amendment,  no  attempt  is  made  to 
“unscramble  the  eggs,”  but  it  will  prevent 
further  use  of  American  money  in  new 
socialistic  schemes. 

II.  SEVERAL  MARSHALL  PLAN  COUNTRIES  ARE  FAR 

DOWN  THE  ROAD  TO  A  COMPLETELY  SOCIALIZED 

STATE 

Several  of  the  Marshall  plan  countries 
are  far  down  the  road  to  a  completely 
socialized  state.  England  has  already 
socialized  nine  of  her  most  important  in¬ 
dustries,  or  approximately  one-fifth  of 
her  total  economy.  Here  is  the  complete 
list: 

First.  Coal  mines. 

Second.  Civil  aviation. 

Third.  Cable  and  radio  communica¬ 
tions. 

Fourth.  Inland  transport;  that  is,  rail¬ 
roads,  motor  transport,  docks,  canals, 
and  so  forth. 
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Fifth.  Electricity  supply. 

Sixth.  Land.  The  land  itself  is  not 
nationalized  but  profits  accruing  from 
developing  or  improvement  of  land  go  to 
the  state. 

Seventh.  Social  welfare;  that  is,  the 
doctors  and  the  dentists. 

Eighth.  Bank  of  England. 

Ninth.  Radio  broadcasting. 

France  has  socialized  the  following  23 
industries,  or  approximately  two-fifths  of 
her  total  economy.  Here  is  the  list: 

First.  Coal  mines. 

Second.  Railroads. 

Third.  Civil  aviation. 

Fourth.  Tobacco  products.  ' 

Fifth.  Manufacture  of  gunpowder. 

Sixth.  Match  industry. 

Seventh.  Gas  industry. 

Eighth.  Electricity  industry. 

Ninth.  Insurance  companies,  that  is, 
34  companies. 

Tenth.  Bank  of  France. 

Eleventh.  Four  leading  deposit  banks. 

Twelfth.  Aircraft  industry. 

Thirteenth.  Renault  automobile  works. 

Fourteenth.  Dye  corporations,  that  is, 
its  German  interests  have  been  assumed 
by  the  state. 

Fifteenth.  South  American  cables. 

Sixteenth.  Motion-picture  industry. 

Seventeenth.  Potash  mines  of  Alsace. 

Eighteenth.  Potash  industry,  large 
governmental  interests,  although  some 
portions  are  still  privately  owned. 

Nineteenth.  Telephone. 

Tv/cntieth.  Telegraph. 

Twenty-first.  Postal  service. 

Twenty-second.  Porcelain  manufac¬ 
tory  at  Sevres. 

Twenty-third.  Tapestry  manufactor¬ 
ies  of  Gobelins  and  Beauvais. 

Mr.  President,  in  both  countries,  this 
process  has  been  accelerated  to  a  large 
extent  by  the  use  directly  or  indirectly 
of  Marshall  plan  money. 

III.  SOCIALISM  AND  COMMUNISM 

Mr.  President,  socialism  and  commu¬ 
nism  are  fruit  of  the  same  tree,  a  tree 
which  has  its  roots  in  the  theories  of 
Karl  Marx.  Both  have  the  same  objec¬ 
tive — the  nationalization  of  all  industry, 
or,  as  Karl  Marx  used  to  put  it,  the  aboli¬ 
tion  of.  private  property  and  the  means 
of  production.  The  Communist  is  will¬ 
ing  to  resort  to  force  and  violence  to 
attain  this  end.  The  Socialist  believes 
the  result  can  be  obtained  by  peaceful 
means,  or,  as  we  say.  by  processes  of 
gradual  infiltration.  But  let  me  make 
it  clear  that  the  objective  of  both  is  the 
same,  namely,  nationalization  of  all  pro¬ 
ductive  industry. 

Communism  is  the  form  of  Marxism 
which  has  developed  in  Russia.  The 
adherents  of  communism  are  in  control 
of  the  Government  of  the  U.  S.  S.  R. — 
the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics. 
Socialism  is  a  form  of  Marxism  that  has 
developed  in  England  and  in  some  of 
the  other  countries  of  western  Europe, 
notably  in  France.  The  British  Socialist 
Party  is  in  control  of  the  Government  of 
Great  Britain. 

And  so  we  are  met  with  this  strange 
paradox.  The  United  States  of  America 
is  spending  billions  of  dollars  in  an  effort 
to  stop  Marxist  communism,  but  at  the 
same  time  is  spending  billions  of  dollars 
to  finance  and  promote  Marxist  socialism. 


Winston  Churchill  said:  “The  Social¬ 
ists  are  the  handmaids  and  heralds  of 
communism  and  prepare  the  way  at 
every  stage  and  every  step  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  advance  of  communism.” 

We  are  told  that  one  of  the  objectives 
of  the  Marshall  plan  is  to  earn  the  good 
will  of  the  countries  of  western  Europe 
in  order  that  they  will  be  our  allies  in  any 
future  conflict  with  Russia.  We  have 
heard  that  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  time  and  time  again.  But  are  we 
sure  that  we  could  count  on  that  aid  in 
an  hour  of  need?  Both  Socialist  Britain 
and  Socialist  France  have  20-year  mili¬ 
tary  and  economic  alliances  with  Com¬ 
munist  Russia.  The  miners  union  of 
Great  Britain  is  dominated  by  its  sec¬ 
retary,  Arthur  Horner,  a  member  of  the 
Socialist  Party,  who  has  announced  pub¬ 
licly  that  if  England  goes  to  war  with 
Russia  there  will  be  no  coal  mined  in 
England.  Prime  Minister  Attlee  said  re¬ 
cently  that  in  economic  matters  the  Brit¬ 
ish  were  looking  to  Russia  rather  than  to 
the  United  States. 

Does  any  Senator  believe  that  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  purchase  lasting  friendship  with 
gifts,  however  munificent  they  may  be? 
Do  many  Senators  believe  that  what  we 
have  been  doing  has  earned  the  respect 
of  the  thinking  people  of  Europe?  Here 
is  a  bit  of  evidence  which  should  interest 
any  Senator  who  does. 

The  Honorable  Richard  Crossman  the 
other  day  rose  and  spoke  in  the  House  of 
Commons.  Mr.  Crossman  is  a  member 
of  the  Socialist  Party,  and  a  member  of 
Parliament  from  Coventry  East.  Inci¬ 
dentally,  he  is  a  well-known  British  jour¬ 
nalist.  In  this  speech  Mr.  Crossman  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  American  Congress  as  “An 
Insanity  Fair.”  Let  there  be  no  mis¬ 
take  about  what  he  said.  He  referred 
to  the  American  Congress  as  “An  In¬ 
sanity  Fair.” 

So,  Mr.  President,  apparently  even  the 
Socialists  of  Great  Britain  are  laughing 
up  their  sleeves  at  Uncle  Sam  as  he 
hands  out  the  money  of  American  tax¬ 
payers. 

rv.  THE  MARSHALL  PLAN  MONEY  IS  NOW  BEING 

USED  TO  FINANCE  AND  PROMOTE  SOCIALISM  IN 

THE  PARTICIPATING  COUNTRIES 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is  by 
no  means  directed  against  Great  Britain. 
I  shall  show  as  I  proceed  that  conditions 
are  substantially  or  somewhat  the  same 
in  Great  Britain,  in  France,  in  Holland, 
and  in  other  countries  of  western  Eu¬ 
rope.  But  I  shall  discuss  first  the  case 
of  Great  Britain  because  it  is  by  far  the 
largest  beneficiary  under  the  Marshall 
plan.  The  American  taxpayers  have  al¬ 
ready  contributed  over  $44,000,000,000  to 
Great  Britain  under  various  plans,  most 
of  them  now  unhonored  and  unsung. 
During  the  first  year  of  the  Marshall 
plan.  Great  Britain  received  $1,239,000,- 
000.  Next  year  she  is  scheduled  to  re¬ 
ceive  well  over  $900,000,000. 

(A)  STANDARD  OF  LIVING 

If  the  United  States  had  not  financed 
the  British  Socialist  program,  it  could 
not  have  been  carried  out. 

Had  it  not  been  for  the  Marshall  plan, 
the  nationalization  program  of  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Socialist  Party  would  have  brought 
a  standard  of  living  to  the  British  peo¬ 
ple  they  would  not  have  been  willing  to 


accept.  As  it  is,  the  Socialist  politicians 
have  been  able  to  say  to  their  people: 
“You  get  more  money  for  less  work  than 
ever  before  in  the  history  of  the  island.” 
As  so,  Mr.  President,  the  Marshall  plan 
has  been  used  as  a  slush  fund  to  keep 
these  same  Socialist  politicians  in  power. 

Winston  Churchill  recently  said: 

We  have  this  extraordinary  spectacle  of  a 
British  Socialist  Government  living  on  capi¬ 
talist  America  while  at  the  same  time  they 
denounce  the  American  system.  Does  any¬ 
body  in  his  senses  suppose  that  could  go  on 
indefinitely?  And  what  would  happen  to  the 
British  Socialist  Government  if  the  Ameri¬ 
can  subsidy  did  not  arrive  punctually? 

Here  is  another  quotation  from  the 
same  eminent  Englishman.  We  have  Mr. 
Churchill’s  word  for  it  that — 

The  Socialist  government  and  Socialist 
policy  are  living  on  the  United  States  from 
month  to  month  and  from  hand  to  mouth. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  we  hear  Members 
of  this  body  undertaking  to  argue  that 
the  Marshall  plan  has  not  financed  and 
subsidized  socialism  in  Great  Britain. 
Apparently  both  the  Socialists  and  the 
conservatives  of  Great  Britain  know  a 
good  deal  about  that. 

(B)  RAW  MATERIALS  AND  MACHINERY 

Marshall-plan  funds  have  gone  from 
America  in  the  form  of  raw  materials  for 
Europe’s  socialized  industries,  machin¬ 
ery  and  equipment  for  them,  and  in  many 
other  ways.  For  example,  Mr.  Hoffman 
testified  that  modern  American  ma¬ 
chinery  has  been  furnished  to  the  social¬ 
ized  coal  industry  of  Great  Britain. 

(C)  COUNTERPART  FUNDS  USED  TO  CANCEL  DEBT 

Perhaps  the  most  direct  way  in  which 
the  American  taxpayers  have  financed 
the  socialization  of  industries  in  Great 
Britain  is  through  the  cancellation  of 
the  British  national  debt. 

In  Great  Britain  when  industries  are 
transferred  from  private  to  public  own¬ 
ership,  the  owners  of  the  industries  re¬ 
ceive  bonds  of  the  British  Government. 
Since  August  1,  1946,  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  socialized  the  following  in¬ 
dustries  at  a  cost  of  more  than  a  bil¬ 
lion  five  hundred  million  pounds  sterling. 
I  might  say  that  these  figures,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  have  been  checked  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  from  official  British 
sources.  The  dates  given  are  those  when 
the  British  Government  vested  itself 
with  the  ownership  and  control  of  the 
industry  in  question: 

August  1,  1946,  20,000,000  pounds  ster¬ 
ling,  civil  aviation  industry. 

January  1,  1947,  34,262,823  pounds 
sterling,  cable  and  wireless  industry. 

January  1,  1947,  164,660,000  pounds 
sterling,  coal  industry. 

January  1,  1948,  1,065,000,000  pounds 
sterling,  railways  and  canals. 

April  1,  1948,  350,000,000  pounds  ster¬ 
ling,  electric  power  industry. 

March  1,  1949,  2,500,000  pounds  ster¬ 
ling,  gas  industry. 

Total,  1,636,422,823  pounds  sterling. 

The  bonds  which  are  issued  in  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  former  owners  of  socialized 
industries  are  general  obligations  of  the 
British  Government.  They  are,  for  the 
most  part,  completely  negotiable. 

I  want  to  correct  an  erroneous  impres¬ 
sion  about  that.  At  the  time  of  the 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


10265 


hearings  held  by  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  Mr.  Richard  M.  Bis- 
sell,  Jr.,  TCA  Assistant  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trator,  testified  in  reply  to  a  question  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon],  that  he  believed  there  were 
limitations  on  the  negotiability  of  these 
bonds.  Later  this  statement  was  cor¬ 
rected  by  Mr.  Bissell  who  furnished  the 
following  information,  appearing  on 
page  844  of  the  hearings: 

It  has  been  general  practice  in  the  United 
Kingdom  for  the  bonds  issued  in  payment  to 
the  former  owners  in  compensation  for  the 
transfer  of  nationalized  industries  to  the 
Government  to  be  completely  negotiable. 

These  bonds  bear  in  most  instances  3 
percent  interest.  The  bonds  are  dealt 
in  on  the  London  stock  market,  and 
fluctuate  'with  the  market.  For  in¬ 
stance,  on  June  28,  1949,  the  recently  is¬ 
sued  British  electricity  stock,  which  paid 
for  electricity  holdings  when  the  gov¬ 
ernment  nationalized  them,  broke  sharp¬ 
ly  in  price. 

The  burden  of  this  added  debt  as¬ 
sumed  for  the  purchase  of  nationalized 
industries  put  a  strain  upon  the  financial 
structure  of  the  British  Government. 
Last  year  ECA  came  to  the  rescue.  The 
British  Government  was  permitted  by 
ECA  to  use  all  the  counterpart  funds 
that  had  accumulated,  except  $100,000 
for  cancellation  of  the  British  national 
debt.  The  amount  used  for  this  purpose 
totaled  over  100,000,000  pounds  sterling, 
or  in  excess  of  $400,000,000. 

To  repeat,  the  British  national  debt 
was  swollen  by  the  purchase  of  the  in¬ 
dustries  and  the  British  national  debt 
was  reduced  by  the  Marshall  plan  funds. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  be  kind  enough  to  yield  at  this 
point?  ' 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Will  the  Senator 
please  state  what  is  meant  by  the  ex¬ 
pression  “accumulated”? 

Mr.  KEM.  The  Marshall  plan  coun¬ 
terpart-funds,  Mr.  President,  are  accu¬ 
mulated  in  this  way:  When  we  send 
goods  and  materials  as  a  grant  to  the 
British  Government,  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  sells  them  for  pounds  sterling.  The 
proceeds  are  impounded  in  a  fund  called 
the  Marshall-plan  counterpart  fund.  It 
is  in  a  direct  sense  the  purchase  price 
paid  by  the  British  people  for  the  goods 
which  come  as  a  grift  from  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  bear  with  me  for  just  another 
question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  The  Sentator  men¬ 
tioned  the  term  “stock”  also  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition  of — railways, 
was  it? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  wonder  if  the  term 
“stock”  is  the  equivalent  of  “bonds”? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes.  The  consolidated 
debt  of  Great  Britain  is  familiarly  known 
as  stock.  I  think  that  term  has  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  it  for  many  years.  But  the  debt 
is  represented  by  an  obligation  which  is 
a  promise  to  pay  on  the  part  of  the 
British  Government.  In  some  instances 
it  has  no  maturity  date.  I  am  told  that 
some  of  the  so-called  stock  issued  to  pay 


for  the  Napoleonic  wars  is  still  in  exist¬ 
ence,  because  it  never  matured.  But  for 
our  purpose  I  think  we  may  consider  that 
these  obligations  are  what  we  call  bonds, 
and  are  in  all  essential  respects  identical 
with  the  bonds  issued  by  our  National 
Government  and  State  and  municipal 
governments.  They  are  public  obliga¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  statement. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Is  the  stock  or  bond  a 
general  obligation  against  the  govern¬ 
ment,  or  is  there  a  special  obligation  in 
the  case  of  purchase  of  railroads,  and 
another  special  obligation  in  the  case  of 
the  acquisition  of  electric  companies? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
asked  that  question,  because  it  is  a  very 
important  and  interesting  question. 
The  bonds  are  a  general  obligation  of  the 
United  Kingdom.  They  are  not  in  any 
sense  income  bonds,  dependent  for  their 
service  on  the  industry  for  which  they 
are  issued. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  They  are  not  self -liq¬ 
uidating,  as  are  the  obligations  in  con¬ 
nection  with  certain  projects  in  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  presume  the  Senator  has 
in  mind  projects  such  as  the  great  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Turnpike,  which  is  to  be  paid 
for  from  the  profits  of  the  turnpike.  I 
understand  that  the  purchase  price  is 
being  rapidly  amortized.  I  also  under¬ 
stand  that  in  that  case  the  purchasers 
of  the  bonds  knew  when  they  were  buy¬ 
ing  them  that  they  were  dependent  upon 
the  profits  of  the  turnpike  for  their 
money.  That  is  not  true  in  the  case  of 
the  bonds  issued  for  the  British  national 
debt.  I  shall  show,  as  I  proceed,  that 
almost  without  exception  the  national¬ 
ized  industries  have  been  losing  money 
from  the  time  they  were  taken  over.  If 
the  holders  of  the  bonds  were  dependent 
upon  the  profits  of  the  industries  they 
would  be  in  a  pretty  sorry  plight;  but 
behind  the  bonds  is  the  full  faith  and 
credit  of  His  Britannic  Majesty’s  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

I  was  about  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that 
future  students  of  the  economic  history 
of  the  United  States  may  be  intrigued 
by  the  fact  that  while  we  were  paying 
the  British  national  debt  our  own  na¬ 
tional  debt  remained  above  $252,000,- 
000,000;  and  I  may  say  with  rather  poor 
prospects  for  its  payment  in  the  near 
future. 

Sir  Stafford  Cripps,  British  Chancelor 
of  the  Exchequer,  is  very  proud  of  the 
progress  made  by  Great  Britain  toward 
debt  reduction.  He  recently  said: 

Debt  has  never  before  been  redeemed  on 
anything  like  such  a  scale. 

Of  course  not.  Why  should  it  not  be 
redeemed  on  a  large  scale,  with  Marshall 
plan  aid?  There  may  be  among  some 
of  us  just  a  little  feeling  of  regret  that 
we  do  not  have  a  rich  and  indulgent 
uncle  overseas  to  concern  himself  about 
the  retirement  of  the  American  national 
debt.  I  have  not  heard  any  suggestion 
that  our  children  and  our  children’s  chil¬ 
dren  were  to  be  relieved  from  that  bur¬ 
den  in  any  part. 


(D)  LOSSES  OF  NATIONALIZED  INDUSTRIES 

In  an  even  more  direct  way  Marshall 
plan  counterpart  funds  have  been  used 
to  make  up  the  losses  in  these  national¬ 
ized  industries.  Most  of  Britain’s  social¬ 
ized  industries  are  losing  money.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  first  year  after  socialization  the 
coal  industry  lost  $94,000,000. 

The  nationalized  civil  aviation  industry 
lost  $44,000,000  during  the  fiscal  year 
1948.  It  is  estimated  that  the  loss  for  the 
fiscal  year  1949  will  be  $36,000,000.  The 
nationalized  transportation  industry  lost 
$112,000,000  during  the  first  year  of  op¬ 
eration.  The  electrical  industry,  during 
the  first  few  months  after  socialization, 
lost  $28,000,000.  These  losses  have  to 
be  made  up.  Here  again  our  Marshall 
plan  money  comes  into  the  picture. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Has  the  Senator  any 
information  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
rates  to  the  consumer  have  remained  the 
same  as  they  were  under  private  own¬ 
ership? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  have  read  in  the  press  re¬ 
cently,  and  I  have  been  told,  that  there 
is  considerable  complaint  about  the 
charges  of  the  nationalized  industries  be¬ 
ing  raised.  That  is  not  very  difficult  to 
understand.  The  Socialist  politicians 
who  have  been  taking  over  these  indus¬ 
tries  have  been  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  making  life  quite  easy  for  the 
employees.  Employment  in  a  socialized 
industry  in  Great  Britain  is  something 
like  membership  in  a  club.  No  effort  is 
made  in  any  way  to  urge  the  employees 
to  exert  themselves  unduly. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Take  the  gas  industry, 
for  example.  When  it  was  nationalized 
or  socialized  several  hundred  units  were 
consolidated  into  one  unit.  One  of  the 
statements  made  was  that  those  units, 
when  consolidated,  could  be  operated 
with  fewer  personnel.  What  becomes  of 
the  personnel  released  from  service  by 
reason  of  the  consolidation? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  understand  that  the  So¬ 
cialist  Party  in  Great  Britain  has  never 
concerned  itself  over  the  reduction  of 
personnel  in  nationalized  industries.  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  can 
appreciate  why. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  have  found  the  Senator’s 
references  to  the  loss  records  under  pub¬ 
lic  ownership  to  be  very  interesting,  and 
certainly  provocative.  In  connection 
with  the  industries  under  public  owner¬ 
ship  to  which  the  Senator  has  just  re¬ 
ferred,  I  wonder  if  he  has  the  loss  rec¬ 
ords  of  the  same  industries  under  private 
ownership  in  recent  years  gone  by? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  do  not  believe  I  have,  but 
I  am  led  to  believe  that  with  the  possible 
exception  of  the  coal  industry,  they  were 
not  insolvent  at  the  time  they  were  taken 
over  by  the  Government.  I  think  the 
coal  companies  were  generally  in  a  very 
bad  way.  I  shall  make  some  reference 
to  that  point  as  I  proceed  in  connection 
with  the  iron  and  steel  industry. 
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Mr.  CAIN.  It  seems  to  me,  if  I  have 
correctly  understood  the  Senator’s  re¬ 
marks,  that  he  has  just  said,  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  particular  stated  number  of 
British  industries,  with  the  possible  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  coal  industry  they  are  all 
losing  more  money  under  public  owner¬ 
ship  than  was  the  case  under  their 
previous  private  owners. 

Mr.  KEM.  That  is  the  case;  and  if 
we  are  to  be  guided  by  what  Patrick 
Henry  called  the  lamp  of  experience, 
there  seems  to  be  every  reason  to  believe 
that  those  losses  will  continue  on  an  ever 
increasing  scale. 

Mr.  CAIN.  To  put  the  question  in 
another  way,  what  is  the  future  before 
Great  Britain’s  industry,  if  and  when 
Marshall  plan  moneys  become  no  longer 
available  for  offsetting  the  losses  to 
which  the  Senator  has  just  referred? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  most  intelligent 
Britishers  take  a  very  dim  view  of  the 
future. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  observation. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  was  just 
referring  to  the  fact  that  the  losses  of 
the  socialized  industries  of  Great  Britain 
must  be  made  up  in  some  way.  Hugh 
Dalton,  former  Chancelor  of  the  Ex¬ 
chequer,  had  this  to  say  about  the  losses 
of  the  socialized  coal  industry: 

It  is  quite  true  that  the  first  year’s  work- 
inj  shows  a  deficit.  It  did  not  fall  on  the 
taxpayer — 

I  interpolate  there  to  say  that  he 
means  the  British  taxpayer. 

It  was  covered  partly  by  the  resources 
of  the  industry  itself  and  partly  by  short¬ 
term  borrowing. 

There  you  have  it.  The  British  use 
short-term  borrowing  to  make  up  the 
losses  in  their  nationalized  industries. 
As  I  have  just  said,  Marshall  plan  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  have  been  used  in  great 
amounts  and  profusely  to  retire  that 
same  British  short-term  debt. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  apologize  for  inter¬ 
rupting  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  have  the  very 
interesting  questions  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  has  presented  so 
many  most  interesting  and  vital  matters 
that  I  should  like  to  ask  this  question:  In 
the  list  is  the  proper  amount  of  deprecia¬ 
tion  being  taken  into  consideration? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  sorry  that  I  cannot  tell 
the  Senator  definitely  whether  that  is  the 
case,  but  I  feel  that  I  would  be  well  within 
the  facts  in  saying  that  the  bookkeeping 
is  political  bookkeeping.  The  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  knows  what  that  is 
apt  to  mean. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  will  permit  an  ob¬ 
servation,  let  me  say  I  think  this  matter 
is  a  very  important  one  for  us  to  con¬ 
sider.  As  the  Senator  knows,  the  water 
companies  in  America  are  rapidly  mov¬ 
ing  into  municipal  ownership,  and  in  very 
many  cases  not  sufficient  is  being  set 
aside  for  depreciation  to  maintain  those 
companies  at  a  proper  standing.  The 
taxpayer  is  being  very  much  fooled. 


If  the  Senator  could  secure  that  infor¬ 
mation,  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful 
to  the  American  people  in  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  very  important  matter  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  is  submitting  to 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so.  I 
appreciate  the  suggestions  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  has  made.  I  may 
say  in  passing  that  the  information 
would  have  to  be  sought,  I  suppose,  from 
the  very  public  officials  who  are  operat¬ 
ing  the  industries. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  have  noted  that  the 
Senator  has  explained  very  carefully  that 
his  amendment  would  prohibit  the  giving 
or  loaning  of  money  to  European  na¬ 
tions,  through  the  ECA,  if  they  continue 
their  nationalization  and  socialization  of 
property. 

But  what  about  the  industries  which 
we  finance  directly — that  is  to  say,  where 
we  furnish  the  money  and  they  build 
their  plants,  and  the  Government  owns 
the  industry  to  begin  with.  Is  that  to 
be  continued,  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  KEM.  Of  course  the  ECA  extends 
aid  in  the  form  of  either  loans  or  grants. 
I  should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  that  in  my  judgment  to  call  any 
of  them  a  loan  is  a  mere  euphemism.  I 
think  we  have  learned  by  experience — we 
have  learned  the  hard  way,  Mr,  Presi¬ 
dent — that  the  only  country  in  western 
Europe  that  has  shown  any  interest  in 
paying  back  any  part  of  its  debt  to  us  is 
the  little  Republic  of  Finland.  In  the 
case  of  all  the  other  countries,  although 
the  loans  were  recognized  by  every  for¬ 
mality  known  to  international  law  and 
to  the  Anglo-American  system  of  law, 
they  have  not  been  honored  today. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Then,  any  funds, 
whether  loans  or  grants,  expended  in  the 
initial  construction  of  industrial  plants 
or  public  utilities,  probably  will  not  be 
returned.  Is  there  any  provision  for  any 
other  ownership  except  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  when  the  project  was  so  financed 
in  the  beginning? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  that,  as  realists,  I  think  we 
must  feel  that  all  that  is  water  over  the 
dam. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  my  conversation 
with  Mr.  Monnett  about  the  famous 
Monnett  5-year  plan,  about  which  we 
have  heard  so  much  for  several  years,  I 
spent  several  hours  with  him.  He  ex¬ 
plained  in  detail  what  France  needed,  in¬ 
cluding  electric  utilities,  generators, 
transportation,  and  various  other  im¬ 
provements.  After  he  had  made  his  very 
fine  explanation,  I  thought  I  thoroughly 
understood  it.  But  to  make  sure  that  I 
did,  I  asked  him  if  he  meant  that  when 
they  were  completed  they  would  be  free 
of  debt  and  would  be  owned  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  France.  He  said,  “That  is 
correct.’’ 


Mr.  KEM.  The  debt  is  assumed  by  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Of  course.  They  have 
the  money,  but  it  is  on  the  tax  rolls  here. 

I  said  to  him,  “That  is  a  little  unusual 
to  me.  I  have  been  in  the  engineering 
business  for  30  years.  We  financed 
Boulder  Dam,  now  Hoover  Dam,  and  a 
great  many  other  projects  owned  by  the 
Government  here,  and  every  American 
industry  follows  the  same  procedure.  We 
amortize  these  great  investments  over  a 
period  of  many  years,  and  we  pay  the 
interest.  A  piece  of  machinery,  such  as 
a  generator,  will  be  amortized  for  the  life 
of  the  machinery,  or  for  approximately 
20  years;  and  the  machinery  is  paid  for 
by  the  time  it  is  worn  out. 

But  it  is  the  Senator’s  idea,  is  it,  that 
the  investments  and  rehabilitated  plants 
will  go  into  Government  ownership  im¬ 
mediately?  Perhaps  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  not  touch  that  sort 
of  ownership. 

Mr.  KEM.  My  amendment  will  not 
unscramble  any  eggs  which  already  have 
gone  into  the  pan.  My  amendment  will 
prevent  the  further  use  of  the  money  of 
American  taxpayers  for  these  pur¬ 
poses — in  other  words,  for  new  and  ad¬ 
ditional  projects. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  by  his  last  answer  that  in  case 
they  already  are  operating  public  utili¬ 
ties  or  generators  as  a  socialized  or  na¬ 
tionalized  industry,  a  new  generator 
could  not  be  placed  there? 

Mr.  KEM.  No.  I  would  interpret  the 
amendment  to  mean  that  it  does  not 
reach  any  basic  industries  which  already 
have  been  socialized. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  enlargement  of 
them,  in  other  words? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  I  do  not  think  it 
would.  I  think  it  says  to  these  countries, 
“You  must  call  a  halt.  If  you  take  over 
any  more  basic  industries,  you  will  not 
get  any  Marshall  plan  money.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Let  us  take  a  hypo¬ 
thetical  case  in  Great  Britain  today: 
Does  the  Senator  believe  that  steel  has 
been  nationalized  to  such  an  extent  that 
this  would  not  apply  to  steel? 

Mr.  KEM.  The  bill  to  nationalize  the 
iron  and  steel  industries  has  been  passed 
by  the  House  of  Commons.  It  is  now 
pending  in  the  House  of  Lords.  I  take  it 
that  this  amendment  would  say  to  the 
British,  “If  you  nationalize  iron  and 
steel,  you  do  not  get  any  more  Marshall 
plan  money.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes.  From  my  in¬ 
spection  of  a  certain  project,  such  as  a 
plant  for  the  manufacture  of  locomotives 
to  be  used  on  the  nationalized  railways, 
I  judge  that  this  amendment  would  not 
apply  to  that  operation,  if  Britain  con¬ 
tinues  in  that  field;  but  if  they  further 
socialize,  this  amendment  would  apply. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  that  is  the  case. 
Frankly,  when  the  ECA  authorization 
bill  was  before  this  body,  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper] 
joined  me  in  offering  an  amendment 
which  would  have  prohibited  the  use  of 
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national  aid,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
in  the  nationalization  or  socialization  of 
industries  in  any  of  the  participating 
countries-  The  ECA  and  its  representa¬ 
tives  objected  violently  to  that  provi¬ 
sion.  They  said  we  were  giving  them 
something  they  could  not  administer. 

So,  Mr.  President,  the  amendment 
now  is  stated  in  such  a  form  that  it  will 
be  practically  self-executing.  It  will 
simply  be  necessary  to  examine  the  rec¬ 
ord  to  see  whether  by  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  this  act,  the  participating 
country  has  nationalized  any  industry. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  impressed  by  the 
study  the  Senator  has  made  of  this  sub¬ 
ject  and  the  large  amount  of  material 
on  it  he  has  assembled.  Does  he  have 
any  idea  whether  England,  France,  and 
other  nations  that  are  in  the  process  of 
nationalizing  or  socializing  their  indus¬ 
tries  could  do  so  by  assessing  or  taxing 
their  own  people,  without  the  help  of 
the  United  States? 

Mr.  KEM.  We  have  the  judgment  of 
one  of  the  greatest  Englishmen  of  all 
times,  who  has  said  he  wonders  what 
would  happen  if  the  subsidy  from  Amer¬ 
ica  did  not  arrive  punctually,  and  that 
the  Socialist  government  and  the  Social¬ 
ist  Party  are  living  from  month  to  month 
and  from  hand  to  mouth  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people.  That  was  Mr.  Winston 
Churchill. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  As  an  interesting 
sidelight  on  this  particular  angle,  I  may 
say  that  some  time  ago  I  was  in  Birming¬ 
ham,  England,  where  I  went  through 
some  of  the  steel  mills  and  coal  mines 
with  my  friend,  Sir  Ben  Smith.  While 
he  was  not  in  entire  charge  of  the  coal 
mines,  a  great  many  of  which  were  oper¬ 
ating,  he  had  a  good  deal  to  say  about 
them.  I  listened  very  carefully  for  sev¬ 
eral  hours.  That  was  in  November  or 
early  December  1947,  before  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  came  officially  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  although  jt  had  been  thoroughly 
outlined  and  sold  to  the  country,  as  is 
the  usual  procedure,  before  coming  to 
the  Senate.  At  that  time  he  said  he 
thought  we  should  not  call  it  a  loan — 
we  should  continue  it  as  a  lend-lease 
operation,  not  expecting  to  receive  back 
any  of  the  money.  I  suppose  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  will  agree  with  me 
that  is  about  what  it  has  developed  into — 
lend-lease  without  any  hope  of  a  return 
of  the  money. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  agree  thoroughly  and  en¬ 
tirely  with  the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  showed  the  Brit¬ 
ish  attitude  at  that  time.  If  the  Senator 
will  yield  further,  I  may  say  that,  without 
any  comment  on  my  part,  he  finally  said, 
“You  know  we  control  three-fourths  of 
the  raw  materials  of  the  world,  and,  if  it 
is  necessary,  we  can  shut  down  on  their 
use  by  any  nation  we  care  to  preclude.” 
That  was  an  implied  threat  that  if  lend- 
lease,  or  that  which  is  in  effect  lend-lease, 
a  gift  loan,  were  not  continued,  there 


might  be  applied  the  pressure  of  not  al¬ 
lowing  the  United  States  to  obtain  raw 
materials  from  the  three-fourths  area 
which  he  thought  they  controlled,  and 
which,  now,  through  the  application  of 
the  sterling  bloc,  apparently  they  do  just 
about  control.  Would  it  be  the  idea  of 
the  Senator  that  this  whole  plan  was  a 
sort  of  rounded-out  plan  to  gain  further 
control? 

Mr.  KEM.  If  the  Senator  will  permit 
me,  I  should  prefer  not  to  engage  in  spec¬ 
ulation.  I  have  a  great  many  facts  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate.  I 
should  prefer  to  present  the  facts  and 
then  let  the  Members  of  the  Senate  draw 
their  own  conclusions. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  just  saying,  Mr. 
Dalton  pointed  out  that  the  losses  of 
these  nationalized  industries  do  not  fall 
on  the  British  taxpayers.  Of  course,  Mr. 
Dalton  is  correct;  they  do  not  fall  on  the 
British  taxpayers;  they  fall  on  those 
whom  Mr.  Churchill  has  called  “the 
heavily  burdened  people  of  the  United 
States.” 

It  possibly  may  be  said  the  British  So¬ 
cialists  would  have  attempted  socializa¬ 
tion  of  industries,  whether  they  had  ob¬ 
tained  American  aid  or  not,  and  that 
American  aid  is  purely  coincidental.  If 
so,  Mr.  President,  we  may  speculate  as  to 
what  a  Pandora’s  box  of  economic 
troubles  they  would  have  opened.  As  it 
is,  the  smooth  and  undisturbed  flow  of 
billions  of  American  dollars,  the  river  of 
cotton  and  wheat  and  raw  materials  of 
all  kinds,  have  enabled  the  Labor  Party 
to  cushion  the  transition  and  render 
socialization  relatively  painless. 

Socialism  in  England  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  use  of  sedatives.  The 
sedatives  are  the  dollars  from  America, 
the  economic  soothing  syrup  provided  by 
our  taxpayers,  “the  heavily  burdened 
people  of  the  United  States,”  to  use  Mr. 
Churchill’s  striking  phrase. 

V.  SOCIALISM  HAS  SLOWED  DOWN  RECOVERY  IN 
THE  PARTICIPATING  COUNTRIES 
(A)  WHY  BRITAIN  LACKS  DOLLARS 

Mr.  President,  I  now  want  to  say  some¬ 
thing  about  the  dollar  shortage  in  Great 
Britain,  a  thing  about  which  we  hear  so 
much.  Britain  lacks  dollars  because 
she  cannot  produce  sufficiently  low- 
priced  goods  to  meet  the  competition  of 
other  countries,  and  particularly  the 
competition  of  the  American  free  enter¬ 
prise  system.  In  order  to  get  back  on 
her  feet,  she  must  produce  more  goods 
at  prices  the  people  of  other  countries 
are  willing  to  pay.  Her  welfare  state 
expects  the  foreign  markets  to  pay  for- 
some  of  her  expensive  experiments.  For 
example,  they  expect  the  foreign  mar¬ 
kets  to  pay  for  socialized  medicine,  in 
part.  But,  more  important,  it  now  has 
become  apparent  that  the  welfare 
state  lacks  ingenuity,  efficiency,  and 
flexibility  to  produce  the  types  and 
styles  of  goods  foreign  buyers  want.  I 
note  the  presence  in  the  Chamber  of  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]. 
As  a  manufacturer,  he  has  had  experi¬ 
ence  with  that  sort  of  thing.  He  knows 
that  the  goods  have  to  be  produced  in 
styles  the  people  want,  at  prices  the  peo¬ 
ple  are  willing  to  pay.  That  is  just 


where  the  British  socialist,  state-owned 
and  state-directed  industries  have  fallen 
down. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  wondering 
whether  the  Senator  is  able  to  advise  the 
Senate  as  to  where  the  term  “welfare 
state”  originated. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  sorry,  I  cannot  do 
that.  I  think  it  is  a  term  that  has  been  ' 
in  the  mouths  of  demagogues  from  the 
dawn  of  history. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  noticed  in  yester¬ 
day’s  Post  an  article  by  Wadleigh,  the 
man  who  confessed  that  he  had  given 
out  certain  papers  from  the  State  De¬ 
partment.  He  used  the  expression  that 
he  was  a  “Fabian  Socialist,”  believing  in 
the  welfare  state.  I  think  the  expres¬ 
sion  was,  “believing  also  in  civil  rights.” 

I  wondered  how  he  arrived  at  the  use 
of  the  term  “Fabian  Socialist”  and  “wel¬ 
fare  state,”  and,  at  the  same  time,  how 
he  could  believe  in  civil  rights. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think,  as  I  assume  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  does,  they  are 
wholly  inconsistent  conceptions.  The 
welfare  state  requires  regimentation  of 
its  people — the  very  antithesis  of  civil 
rights. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  if  there  is 
Fabian  socialism,  which  is  a  form  of 
Marxism  adopted  at  one  time  in  Britain 
by  a  few,  it  would  be  in  effect  Marxism, 
and  there  must  then  be  controls  in  order 
to  operate  under  it. 

Mr.  KEM.  Exactly. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  So  that  when  in 
America  we  hear  the  expression  “wel¬ 
fare  state,”  a  term  which  is  increasingly 
used,  it  appears  that  those  who  use  it 
also  feel  that  there  can  be  civil  rights, 
such  as  those  under  the  amendments  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
which  guarantee  certain  inalienable 
rights.  Does  not  the  Senator  feel  that 
the  two  are  inconsistent? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  feel  they  are  just  as  in¬ 
consistent  as  the  representation  that  the 
welfare  state  will  provide  high  prices  for 
producers  and  low  prices  for  consumers. 
I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  suggestion. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  discussing  the 
dollar  shortage  in  Great  Britain.  As  I 
was  saying,  the  welfare  state  lacks  in¬ 
genuity,  efficiency,  and  flexibility  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  types  and  styles  of  goods  foreign 
buyers  want.  High  production  means 
more  than  hard  work;  it  means  skillful 
and  resourceful  management.  Socialism 
sometimes  means  leisurely  labor.  Too 
often,  socialism  carries  with  it  manage¬ 
ment  that  is  dead  on  its  feet.  We  are  told 
on  good  authority  that  in  England  itself 
it  is  felt  that  the  pound  cannot  be  main¬ 
tained  much  longer  on  its  precarious 
$4  perch. 

(B)  USE  OF  BRITISH  LOAN 

The  chief  reason  that  the  United 
States  loan  to  Great  Britain  which  pre¬ 
ceded  the  Marshall  plan  was  ineffective 
is  that  at  least  $2,000,000,000  were  used 
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to  expand  the  nationalization  of  indus¬ 
tries. 

Socialism  in  Great  Britain  has  never 
been  anywhere  near  -self-supporting. 
That  is  why  the  whole  loan  of  $3,750,- 
000,000  was  exhausted  within  a  year.  It 
was  mostly  used  politically  rather  than 
economically.  There  is  every  indication 
that  Marshall-plan  aid  is  being  utilized 
for  the  same  purpose. 

(C>  NATIONALIZATION  IN  FRANCE 

Mr.  Bertrand  de  Jouvenel,  writing  in 
Human  Events,  for  July  20,  1949,  has 
this  to  say  regarding  nationalization  in 
Prance: 

Nationalized  industries  are  coming  under 
a  heavy  fire  of  criticism  in  France.  Although 
the  shareholders  were  practically  despoiled, 
and  the  yearly  payment  to  them  is  a  paltry 
charge  upon  the  accounts  of  these  industries, 
they  run  at  a  tremendous  loss.  Money  has 
to  be  pumped  into  them  continuously  and 
in  ever-increasing  quantities  by  the  treasury 
and  through  state  banks.  The  working  cap¬ 
ital  and  the  reserves  taken  over  by  the  state 
when  it  was  nationalized  have  been  entirely 
dissipated. 

This  is  not  surprising  since  two  objectives 
were  assigned  to  the  new  managers:  First 
they  were  asked  to  give  a  good  time  to  the 
workers  in  these  industries,  almost  to  the 
point  where  they  were  to  be  made  into  com¬ 
fortable  clubs  for  those  belonging  to  them; 
second,  the  managers  were  instructed  to 
provide  the  services  of  these  industries  at 
low  cost  to  the  public. 

They  dutifully  increased  their  expendi¬ 
tures  and  kept  their  prices  abnormally  low. 
Consequently  they  must  call  upon  the  state 
banks  to  provide  them  with  credit  even 
where  they  should  be  using  their  own  capi¬ 
tal,  which  they  have  lost,  and  they  must  call 
upon  the  treasury  to  cover  their  deficit, 
disguising  most  of  it  as  "investment,”  which 
in  most  cases  it  isn’t  at  all.  The  necessary 
funds  are  provided  by  the  francs  which  the 
government  obtains  by  selling  to  the  French 
the  goods  given  to  it  by  the  American  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  paid  for  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer.  This  is  technically  called  the  franc 
counterpart  of  Marshall-plan  aid. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  invite 
the  attention  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Donnell]  to  the  language 
of  M.  de  Jouvenel  as  to  what  counterpart 
funds  mean.  He  says: 

The  necessary  funds  are  provided  by  the 
francs  which  the  Government  obtains  by 
selling  to  the  French  the  goods  given  to  it 
by  the  American  Government  and  paid  for 
by  the  American  taxpayer.  This  is  techni¬ 
cally  called  the  franc  counterpart  of  Marshall 
plan  aid. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  read  further: 

I  would  not  have  the  American  reader  be¬ 
lieve  that  any  Frenchman  is  content  with 
this  abnormal  state  of  affairs.  As  it  comes 
to  be  understood  it  is  felt  by  all,  irrespective 
of  party,  to  be  morally  wrong. 

That  is  the  end,  Mr.  President,  of  the 
quotation  from  M.  de  Jouvenel. 

Mr.  Hoffman,  in  his  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee, 
admitted  freely  and  frankly  that  British 
experiments  in  socialism  were  slowing 
down  recovery  there,  causing  an  undue 
drain  on  Marshall  plan  dollars.  His 
exact  words  were:  “Socialism  will  slow 
down  the  (production)  process.”  His 
testimony  may  be  found  on  page  105  of 
the  hearings  of  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee. 


Mr.  Hoffman  also  admitted  these  facts 
which  bear  out  his  statement:  Last  year 
the  British  steel  industry,  under  private 
ownership,  far  exceeded  its  production 
goal.  The  socialized  coal  industry,  on 
the  other  hand,  fell  below  its  official  pro¬ 
duction  target.  Under  a  socialized  oper¬ 
ation  the  production  fell  off,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  assistance  the  socialized 
operation  had  from  the  Marshall  plan. 

Mr.  Hoffman  further  said  that  he  be¬ 
lieved  “in  an  overwhelming  percentage 
of  situations,  private  enterprise  is  the 
better  form  of  enterprise  because  it  is 
the  more  efficient  form  of  enterprise.  It 
will  produce  more  for  less;  it  will  serve 
the  people  better.”  In  this  I  am  in  entire 
accord  wtih  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Mr.  Hoffman  further  told  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee: 

The  Job  of  ECA  is  to  contribute  to  the  re¬ 
covery  of  the  entire  economy  of  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries.  In  doing  this  we  have,  I 
believe,  a  clear  duty  to  protest  any  govern¬ 
ment  action  that  in  any  way  slows  down 
recovery,  and  thus  reduces  the  total  income 
produced  by  the  economy  and  increases  the 
burden  of  recovery  on  the  United  States. 

Here  is  where  the  amendment  now 
under  discussion  comes  in.  I  believe  it 
is  the  clear  duty  of  the  Congress  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  American  taxpayer  from  the  use 
of  our  money  by  Socialist  governments 
in  a  way  that  is  slowing  down  recovery  in 
Europe. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  not  my  language; 
it  is  Mr.  Hoffman’s  language — “slowing 
down  recovery”  in  Europe. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  Marshall 
plan  is  the  way  to  check  the  advance  of 
socialism  in  Great  Britain.  Some  pro¬ 
fess  to  think  that  the  Marshall  plan  will 
make  the  British  so  happy  and  contented 
that  they  will  change  their  present 
course. 

Apparently  this  is  Mr.  Hoffman’s 
belief. 

Let  us  look  at  the  record.  Keep  in 
mind  that  the  original  Marshall  plan 
law  was  signed  by  the  President  on  April 
3,  1948.  Did  the  Socialist  Government  in 
Britain  turn  back  from  its  program  in 
view  of  the  prospect  of  a  golden  flow  of 
money  from  America?  No;  quite  the 
contrary. 

On  April  12,  1949,  a  5-year  program 
for  the  Socialist  Party  in  Great  Britain 
was  announced.  In  addition  to  the  ac¬ 
tivities  already  socialized,  including  the 
medical  professions,  it  is  proposed  that 
the  government  now  take  over  the  ce¬ 
ment  industry,  all  suitable  mineral  de¬ 
posits,  cold-storage  facilities  not  al¬ 
ready  publicly  owned,  sugar  manufac¬ 
turing  and  refining,  appropriate  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  chemical  industry,  and  two 
great  insurance  companies,  both  of  which 
have  vast  investments  in  other  busi¬ 
ness  enterprises. 

This  program  of  the  party  in  control 
of  the  affairs  of  Great  Britain  was  ap¬ 
proved  on  June  10  at  a  convention  of 
the  Socialist  Party  held  at  Blackpool, 
England. 

So  much  for  what  they  proposed  to 
do.  Let  us  see  what  they  have  done, 
what  has  actually  transpired  since  the 
passage  of  the  Marshall  Plan  Act. 

On  May  1,  of  this  year,  the  British 
Government  took  over  the  gas  industry, 


seized  it,  and  nationalized  it.  On  May 
9,  the  House  of  Commons  passed  a  bill 
to  socialize  the  all-important  iron  and 
steel  industry.  Does  this  look  like  the 
Socialist  Party  is  turning  back  from  its 
program?  Does  this  look  as  if  the  Brit¬ 
ish  people  have  become  so  happy  and 
contented  that  they  are  not  insisting  on 
further  socialization? 

Does  this  look  like  the  nationalization 
of  industry  is  being  slowed  up?  If  so, 
it  is  pertinent  to  ask.  What  would  have 
been  the  progress  in  the  absence  of  the 
Marshall  plan  and  its  golden  flow  of  dol¬ 
lars  from  the  United  States?  It  is  also 
pertinent  to  ask  how  would  the  British 
have  financed  the  plan  without  Ameri¬ 
can  money? 

We  have  a  little  evidence  of  what  the 
British  people  think  about  that.  Wil¬ 
liam  A.  Richardson,  editor  of  Medical 
Economics,  recently  spent  a  month  in 
England.  When  he  got  home,  in  an  ad¬ 
dress  before  the  California  Medical  So¬ 
ciety,  Mr.  Richardson  quoted  a  member 
of  the  House  of  Commons  as  dismissing 
the  huge  cost  of  the  socialization  plan 
with  this  comment: 

What  does  it  matter,  the  Americans  are 
paying  for  it. 

On  June  27,  1949,  there  appeared  in 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor  an  article 
by  Mr.  Roscoe  Drummond,  which  pur¬ 
ported  to  give  the  views  of  ECA  Adminis¬ 
trator  Hoffman  regarding  this  amend¬ 
ment.  Effective  July  15,  1949,  Mr.  Drum¬ 
mond  became  Chief  of  the  Information 
Division,  Office  of  Special  Representative, 
Paris  Office,  ECA. 

I  noted  with  particular  interest  Mr. 
Drummond’s  statement  in  his  article 
that  “nationalization  springs  from  de¬ 
pressed  economic  conditions,  not  from 
prospering  economic  conditions.  In  Brit¬ 
ain,  for  example,  it  has  been  the  de¬ 
pressed  industries  to  which  nationaliza¬ 
tion  has  been  applied.”  Yet  in  an 
Associated  Press  dispatch  carried  in  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor  on  July  13, 
1949,  it  is  stated: 

The  British  Iron  and  steel  Industry  sent 
its  production  to  the  highest  level  in  history 
for  the  first  6  months  of  this  year.  A  total 
production  of  7,949,000  tons  was  a  new  rec¬ 
ord  and  was  384,000  tons  more  than  the  first 
half  of  last  year. 

Obviously  the  British  iron  and  steel 
industry  cannot  be  classified  as  a  “de¬ 
pressed”  industry.  Nevertheless,  the 
Socialist  Government  is  proceeding  full 
steam  ahead  with  its  plan  to  nationalize 
this  all-important  industry. 

The  purpose  of  pushing  through  the 
nationalization  of  the  iron  and  steel  in¬ 
dustry  is  very  evident  from  the  remarks 
of  one  of  the  Socialist  members  of  Par¬ 
liament  who  said  during  a  debate: 

Once  we  have  nationalized  steel  we  shall 
have  broken  the  back  of  capitalist  control 
of  industry  in  Great  Britain  and  its  domina¬ 
tion  forever.  If  that  happens,  whatever 
party  is  in  power,  we  shall  be  a  socialist  state. 

VI.  THE  AMENDMENT  WOULD  NOT  CONSTITUTE 

AN  UNUSUAL  OR  UNWARRANTED  INTERFERENCE 

IN  THE  INTERNAL  AFFAIRS  OF  ANOTHER  COUN¬ 
TRY 

Mr.  President,  it  is  sometimes  said  that 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  would 
constitute  an  interference  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  in  the  government 
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or  in  the  economy  of  a  foreign  country 
participating  under  the  Marshall  plan. 
I  noted  that  the  chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Con- 
nally],  was  quoted  in  the  New  York 
Times  this  morning  to  that  effect.  In 
other  words,  it  is  argued  that  the  United 
States,  by  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment,  would  assume  to  dictate  the  in¬ 
ternal  affairs  of  other  countries. 

This  is  the  old  argument  that  we 
should  not  place  any  strings  on  Marshall- 
plan  money.  That  argument  just  doesn’t 
hold  water. 

(A)  IT  IS  IN  ORDER  FOR  CONGRESS  TO  PLACE 

STRINGS  ON  THE  MONEY  OF  THE  AMERICAN 

TAXPAYERS 

The  money  that  the  United  States 
Government  is  allotting  to  foreign 
peoples  is  only  available  from  taxes  taken 
from  American  citizens.  If  the  Congress 
believes  that  any  allocations  would  fur¬ 
ther  the  nationalization  of  European  in¬ 
dustry  and  would  not  therefore  accom¬ 
plish  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended, 
that  is,  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  economy,  then  Congress  is  not 
justified  in  allocating  such  funds. 

The  amendment  I  have  proposed  does 
not  give  any  direction  to  any  foreign 
government.  Let  me  make  that  abund¬ 
antly  clear,  the  amendment  which  I  have 
proposed  does  not  give  any  direction  to 
any  foreign  governments.  These  gov¬ 
ernments  would  be  entirely  free  to  go  on 
with  their  nationalization  program  and 
decline  to  accept  the  funds  from  the 
American  Government.  There  is  no 
reason  why  the  American  taxpayer 
should  pay  to  further  socialization  of 
Great  Britain  if  the  American  people 
believe  it  would  be  harmful  to  our  own 
country  or  harmful  to  the  people  of 
Great  Britain — if  it  would  be  harmful 
to  us  or  harmful  to  them,  or  harmful 
to  both.  It  just  does  not  make  sense. 
If  conditions  were  turned  about,  can  you 
imagine  any  foreign  Socialist  or  Com¬ 
munist  advocating  that  his  country  give 
funds  to  the  United  States  to  further  the 
private  enterprise  system? 

It  is  clearly  in  the  interest  of  the  Brit¬ 
ish  people,  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States,  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  inform  the  British  Government 
that  further  aid  will  not  be  forthcoming 
if  additional  industries  are  socialized.  It 
is  entirely  possible  that  such  a  stand 
taken  by  Congress — if  the  Congress 
would  firmly  take  that  position — would 
be  welcomed  by  the  British  Government 
as  well  as  by  the  British  people.  The 
British  dilemma  is  becoming  worse  day 
by  day.  This  is  due  in  an  important  way 
to  the  socialization  which  has  already 
been  accomplished  and  which  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  undertake. 

Since  this  amendment  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  I  have  received  numerous  letters 
from  people  living  in  Great  Britain.  I 
wish  to  quote  from  two  or  three  of  them 
very  briefly. 

A  British  lady  recently  wrote  me  from 
Devon,  England: 

What  a  pity  aid  cannot  be  conditioned  on 
preventing  further  nationalization.  The 
squandering  and  mismanagement  grows 
daily,  and  all  for  power.  The  country’s  good 
is  not  considered.  It’s  amazing  that  Con¬ 


gress  cannot  see  more  clearly  the  appalling 
waste  of  United  States  generosity. 

A  gentleman  from  Salop,  England,  has 
written  me: 

If  Marshall  aid  is  to  continue,  then  America 
must  call  a  halt  *  *  *  to  British  na¬ 

tionalization. 

Another  Britisher  wrote  me — and  I  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  recently  characterized  in  the  Brit¬ 
ish  House  of  Commons  by  a  Socialist 
member  as  “an  Insanity  Fair,”  to  his  lan¬ 
guage; 

I  don’t  like  to  use  the  word  “saps”  but  don’t 
you  Yanks  realize*  just  where  and  how  your 
money  if  being  spent — on  nationalization,  of 
course.  The  Minister  of  Housing  and  Health 
is  the  arch  promoter  of  nationalization.  He 
has  spent  millions  of  your  good  money  on 
utter  wastefulness  and  inefficiency.  So  has 
the  Minister  of  Food. 

(B)  THE  ECA  ACT  AUTHORIZES  THE  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TOR  TO  PLACE  CONDITIONS  ON  THE  GRANTS  OP 

AID 

Mr.  President,  really  the  argument  that 
if  we  adopt  this  amendment  we  will  be 
interfering  in  the  internal  economy  of 
another  country,  and  therefore  that  we 
should  not  adopt  the  amendment,  is  in¬ 
teresting,  to  say  the  least.  The  whole 
Marshall  plan  is  an  interference  in  the 
internal  affairs  of  the  countries  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe  on  a  gigantic  scale.  The  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  law  itself  provides  for  bilateral 
agreements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  participating  countries.  These 
agreements  contain  many  restrictions  on 
the  use  of  our  money. 

Section  115,  subsection  (b)  of  Public 
Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  the  original 
Marshall  plan  authorization  law,  pro¬ 
vides: 

In  addition  to  continued  mutual  coopera¬ 
tion  of  the  participating  countries  in  such 
a  program,  each  such  country  shall  conclude 
an  agreement  with  the  United  States  in  order 
for  such  country  to  be  eligible  to  receive 
assistance  under  this  title.  Such  agreement 
shall  provide  for  the  adherence  of  such  coun¬ 
try  to  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  shall, 
where  applicable,  make  appropriate  provision, 
among  others,  for — 

I  should  like  to  sketch  very  briefly  the 
purposes  for  which  the  ECA  Administra¬ 
tor  is  authorized  by  the  present  law  to 
restrict  our  money. 

1.  Promoting  industrial  and  agricultural 
production. 

2.  Taking  financial  and  monetary  measures 
necessary  to  stabilize  its  currency,  establish 
or  maintain  a  valid  rate  of  exchange,  to  bal¬ 
ance  its  governmental  budget  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  generally  to  restore  or  maintain 
confidence  in  its  monetary  system. 

3.  Cooperating  with  other  participating 
countries  in  facilitating  and  stimulating  an 
increasing  interchange  of  goods  and  services. 

4.  Making  efficient  and  practical  use,  with¬ 
in  the  framework  of  a  joint  program  for 
European  recovery,  of  the  resources  of  such 
participating  country. 

5.  Facilitating  the  transfer  to  the  United 
States  by  sale,  exchange,  barter,  or  otherwise 
for  stock  piling  or  other  purposes,  for  such 
period  of  time  as  may  be  agreed  to,  and  upon 
reasonable  terms  and  in  reasonable  quanti¬ 
ties,  of  materials  which  are  required  by  the 
United  States  as  a  result  of  deficiencies  or 
potential  deficiencies  in  its  own  resources. 

6.  Placing  in  a  special  account  a  deposit  in 
the  currency  of  such  country,  in  commen¬ 
surate  amounts  and  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  to  between  such 
country  and  the  Government  of  the  United 


States,  when  any  commodity  or  service  is 
made  available  through  any  means  author¬ 
ized  under  this  title,  and  is  furnished  to  the 
participating  country  on  a  grant  basis. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Missouri  that,  that  provi¬ 
sion  is  the  origin  of  the  so-called  coun¬ 
terpart  fund. 

7.  Publishing  in  such  country  and  trans¬ 
mitting  to  the  United  States,  not  less  fre¬ 
quently  than  every  calendar  quarter  after 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  full  statements  of 
operations  under  the  agreement,  including  a 
report  of  the  use  of  funds,  commodities,  and 
services  received  under  this  title. 

8.  Furnishing  promptly,  upon  request  of 
the  United  States,  any  relevant  information 
which  would  be  of  assistance  to  the  United 
States  in  determining  the  nature  and  scope 
of  operations  and  the  use  of  assistance  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  title. 

9.  Recognizing  the  principle  of  equity  in 
respect  to  the  drain  upon  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  of  the  United  States. 

10.  Submitting  for  the  decision  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Court  of  Justice  or  of  any  arbitral 
tribunal  mutually  agreed  upon  any  case 
espoused  by  the  United  States  Government 
involving  compensation  of  a  national  of  the 
United  States  for  governmental  measures 
affecting  his  property  rights,  including  con¬ 
tracts  with  or  concessions  from  such  country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  how  can  it  be  argued 
that  there  are  now  no  restrictions  on  the 
use  of  our  money  under  the  Marshall 
plan,  and  that  to  place  an  additional 
restriction  would  be  out  of  order  and  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  act? 
We  have  already  in  the  existing  law 
placed  many  more  and  many  more  exact¬ 
ing  restrictions  than  any  proposed  in  any 
legislation  I  have  any  knowledge  of  which 
is  now  pending  before  Congress. 

During  the  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  ques¬ 
tioned  Administrator  Hoffman  on  the 
matter  of  bilateral  agreements.  On  page 
279  of  the  Senate  committee  hearings 
appears  the  following  colloquy: 

Senator  Kem.  Now,  you  have  not  hesitated 
In  exacting  and  requiring  those  conditions 
in  dealing  with  these  foreign  countries,  have 
you? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  No,  sir.  We  have  entered 
into  these  bilateral  agreements,  Senator,  and 
in  every  case  we  have  tried  to  establish  those 
conditions  which  would  promote  recovery. 

And  yet  we  hear  Mr.  Hoffman  at  an¬ 
other  time  testifying  that  socialism 
slows  down  the  production  process. 
Clearly  if  socialism  slows  down  the  pro¬ 
duction  process  it  fails  to  promote  recov¬ 
ery.  On  the  contrary,  it  retards  recov¬ 
ery.  Yet  we  find  Mr.  Hoffman  arguing 
with  a  straight  face  to  the  distinguished 
members  of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  that  he  cannot  interfere  with 
the  socialization  process  because  it  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  the 
Marshall  Plan  Act. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  certainly  is  incon¬ 
sistent  to  object  to  the  amendment  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  and  I  have  proposed  upon  the 
ground  that  it  restricts  the  use  of  the 
money  by  a  participating  country,  when 
we  have  already,  as  I  have  shown  under 
the  original  act,  tied  10  strings  on  the 
use  of  Marshall-plan  money,  that  is  in  10 
paragraphs  we  have  authorized  the 
Administrator  to  tie  string  after  string 
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after  string.  I  would  not  undertake  to 
enumerate  how  many  strings.  I  should 
not  say  10  strings,  but  I  should  say  10 
classes  of  strings. 

(C)  THE  UNITED  STATES  DECLINED  TO  GIVE  AID  TO 

SPAIN  FOR  THE  REASON  THAT  WE  DID  NOT 

APPROVE  OF  ITS  FORM  OF  GOVERNMENT 

The  reason  assigned  for  the  failure  to 
include  Spain  among  the  participating 
countries  is  that  the  OEEC  and  the 
United  States  do  not  approve  of  its  form 
of  government.  Let  us  see  how  con¬ 
sistent  we  are  in  this  matter.  We  said 
to  Spain  at  the  outset  of  the  plan,  “You 
cannot  have  any  of  this  Marshall-plan 
money.  Why  can  you  not  have  it?  You 
cannot  have  any  money  because  we  do 
not  like  the  kind  of  government  you 
have  in  Spain.  If  you  change  that  gov¬ 
ernment  to  suit  our  ideas  and  our  wishes, 
come  back  and  we  will  talk  to  you  again.” 

Mr.  President,  is  it  consistent  under 
those  circumstances  for  us  to  raise  our 
hands  in  holy  horror  at  the  suggestion 
that  it  would  be  wise  and  in  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  for  England  to  dis¬ 
continue  her  process  of  nationalization? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Douglas  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri  yield  to  his  colleague 
from  Missouri? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  In  addition  to  the 
thought  of  further  nationalization  along 
the  line  of  steel  and  iron  in  England, 
has  the  Senator  before  him  information 
as  to  what  particular  phases  of  industry 
it  is  now  contemplated  are  apt  to  be  im¬ 
mediately  or  sometime  in  the  near  future 
nationalized? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  we  have  the  benefit 
of  very  full  information  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  may  say  that  I  was 
called  out  of  the  Chamber  for  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  and  may  have  missed  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  statement  on  that  point. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  referred  to  that  matter, 
and  I  should  like  to  speak  of  it  again  for 
the  information  of  my  distinguished 
colleague  and  of  any  other  Senator  now 
present,  who  might  not  have  been  pres¬ 
ent  when  I  spoke  of  it. 

tOn  April  10  a  5-year  program  was  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  British  Socialist  Party. 
In  addition  to  the  activities  already  so¬ 
cialized,  including  the  medical  profes¬ 
sion,  it  is  proposed  in  that  program  to 
take  over  the  cement  industry,  all  suit¬ 
able  mineral  deposits,  cold-storage  facil¬ 
ities  not  already  publicly  owned,  sugar 
manufacturing  and  refining,  and  appro¬ 
priate  sections  of  the  chemical  industry, 
and  two  great  insurance  companies,  both 
of  which  have  vast  investments  in  other 
business  enterprises.  That  program, 
promulgated  under  date  of  April  12,  was 
approved  at  the  national  convention  of 
the  Socialist  Party  held  at  Blackpool  on 
June  10. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  repeating  that  information. 

Mr.  KEM.  In  addition  to  that  there 
are  a  number  of  industries  which  are  in 
process  of  socialization,  particularly, 
and  the  outstanding  and  most  important 
of  all,  the  iron  and  steel  industry.  The 
status  with  reference  to  the  iron  and 
steel  industry  is  that  the  bill,  having  been 


passed  by  the  House  of  Commons,  is  now 
pending  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

I  was  referring  to  the  operation  of  the 
Marshall  plan  in  Spain,  at  least  it  would 
be  more  accurate,  Mr.  President,  to  say 
the  lack  of  operations  or  the  dearth  of 
operations. 

(D)  WE  HAVE  INTERFERED  IN  THE  ELECTIONS  OF 

ITALY 

Let  us  see  about  Italy.  We  often  hear 
that  one  of  the  outstanding  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  the  Marshall  plan  is  the  victory 
against  communism  in  the  Italian  elec¬ 
tions  in  April  1848.  Lilje  most  Ameri¬ 
cans,  I  rejoiced  at  the  result  of  that  elec¬ 
tion;  but  let  us  see  whether  we  inter¬ 
fered  or  not.  We  find  Hon.  James  Clem¬ 
ent  Dunn,  American  Ambassador  to  Italy, 
taking  an  active  part  in  the  campaign 
and  making  political  speeches  in  many 
parts  of  the  Italian  Peninsula.  We  find 
Hon.  Tom  C.  Clark,  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States,  in  a  radio  broadcast 
to  the  Italian  people  a  few  days  before 
the  election,  asking  for  defeat  of  the 
Communist  forces.  After  the  election, 
we  find  Mr.  Harriman,  ECA  Roving  Am¬ 
bassador,  laying  particular  emphasis  on 
the  political  effect  of  American  aid. 

I  wish  to  make  it  abundantly  clear 
that  I  do  not  criticize  what  we  did  in 
Italy.  I  might  not  be  so  charitable  about 
what  we  have  done  in  Spain,  but  I  do 
not  criticize  what  we  did  in  Italy.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  say  it  is  too  late  for  us  to  raise 
our  hands  in  sanctimonious  piety  and 
say,  “We  cannot  interfere  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  foreign  country,”  or  “We 
cannot  interfere  in  the  economy  of  any 
foreign  country.” 

(E)  ENGLAND  DOES  NOT  HESITATE  TO  PLACE  RE¬ 
STRICTIONS  ON  THE  MONEY  SHE  LOANS  TO 

FOREIGN  COUNTRIES 

For  many  years  the  British  people 
have  been  giving  and  lending  money 
around  the  world.  The  other  day  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson] 
referred  to  certain  investments  made  by 
the  British  people  in  his  own  State  in 
the  period  immediately  following  the 
Civil  War.  He  spoke  very  feelingly  of 
the  devastation  which  had  occurred  in 
his  State  in  that  great  conflict.  But, 
Mr.  President,  he  failed  to  mention  any 
gifts  or  grants  which  the  British  people 
had  made  to  rehabilitate  the  economy  of 
the  Southland.  I  speak  with  some  feel¬ 
ing  on  that  subject,  because  certain  por¬ 
tions  of  my  native  State  of  Missouri  were 
laid  waste  in  as  devastated  a  condition  as 
was  to  be  found  in  any  part  of  western 
Europe  in  the  late  conflict. 

Now,  let  us  see  what  happens  when 
the  shoe  is  on  the  other  foot.  It  is  well 
known  that  in  the  past  England  has 
made  many  loans  and  grants  to  other 
countries.  The  most  recent  one  I  know 
of  is  the  grant  she  made  to  Greece  early 
in  1946,  just  before  we  placed  our  head 
in  the  yoke  and  assumed  the  burden 
there.  "  At  that  time  Britain  loaned 
Greece  £10,000,000,  or  approximately 
$40,000,000.  At  the  same  time  England 
was  seeking  a  loan  from  the  United 
States  in  the  amount  of  $3,750,000,000. 

The  idea  is  sometimes  suggested  that 
the  British  are  a  proud  people,  and  that 
we  ought  not  to  place  any  restrictions  on 
any  money  we  ask  them  to  accept  from 
us.  The  Greeks  have  a  glorious  history. 


Let  us  see  whether  Greece  was  too  proud 
to  agree  to  restrictions  when  money  was 
coming  from  Great  Britain  to  Greece. 
On  page  850  of  the  hearings  conducted 
by  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
appears  the  complete  text  of  the  finan¬ 
cial  and  economic  agreement  between 
His  Majesty’s  Government  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  the  Greek  Government, 
London,  January  24,  1946.  Great  Brit¬ 
tain  sent  out  this  money,  and  it  placed 
10  drastic  restrictions  on  it.  Here  they 
are: 

The  Greek  Government  for  their  part  will 
take  the  following  measures: 

1.  An  early  announcement  will  be  made  by 
the  Greek  authorities  fixing  a  new  rate  of 
exchange  between  Greek  currency,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  sterling.  United  States  dollars 
and  other  foreign  currencies  on  the  other 
hand. 

That  is  another  thing  we  have  been 
told  is  sacrosanct.  We  have  been  told 
that  we  cannot  touch  that  question  in 
the  case  of  the  British,  the  French,  or 
any  of  the  other  peoples  of  western  Eur¬ 
ope.  Yet  we  find  that  our  friends  in  the 
British  Government,  when  they  send 
money  to  Greec^,  do  not  hesitate  to  make 
such  provisions  in  explicit  terms. 

2.  The  Greek  Government  will  deposit  as 
cover  for  the  currency  in  the  special  account 
referred  to  above  £15,000,000  or  the  equivalent 
thereof  from  the  foreign  exchange  resources 
of  the  Bank  of  Greece  in  addition  to  the 
£10,000,000  to  be  contributed  by  His  Majesty’s 
Government. 

3.  The  Greek  Government,  as  a  further 
measure  to  establish  confidence  in  the  cur¬ 
rency,  will  by  Greek  law  set  up  a  currency 
committee  which  will  have  statutory  man¬ 
agement  of  the  note  issue.  The  committee 
will  consist  of  the  Greek  Minister  for  Coordi¬ 
nation  as  President,  the  Greek  Minister  of 
Finance,  the  governor  of  the  Bank  of  Greece, 
a  member  of  United  Kingdom  nationality 
and  a  member  of  United  States  nationality, 
whom  the  Greek  Government  will  invite  to 
act  as  members  of  the  committee.  New 
issues  of  currency  will  only  be  made  with  the 
unanimous  approval  of  the  committee.  The 
two  governments  agree  that  the  functions  of 
this  committee  will  not  extend  over  more 
than  18  months  or,  by  agreement,  2  years. 

4.  Foreign  exchange  received  from  exports 
and  in  respect  of  remittances  will  continue  to 
be  offered  for  sale  to  the  Bank  of  Greece. 

5.  The  Bank  of  Greece  will  convert  Greek 
currency  into  foreign  exchange  for  imports 
and  for  other  approved  purposes  including 
approved  capital  transactions. 

6.  The  Greek  Government  will  frame  a 
program  for  progressively  reducing  and  as 
soon  as  possible  eliminating  the  budget 
deficit  by  increasing  the  proceeds  of  taxation 
and  reducing  nonproductive  expenditure. 
The  Greek  Government  will  publish  monthly 
statements  showing  the  progress  made  in 
carrying  out  this  program. 

7.  Wages  and  salaries  will  be  readjusted  in 
the  light  of  the  new  rate  of  exchange  and  will 
be  kept  stable. 

So  we  find  His  Britannic  Majesty’s 
Government  in  Great  Britain  not  hesi¬ 
tating  to  make  provisions  with  respect  to 
salaries  and  wages  in  Greece,  when  it 
sent  out  the  paltry  sum  of  $40,000,000. 

8.  A  system  of  price  control  over  rationed 
items  and  allocated  materials  will  be  estab¬ 
lished. 

9.  The  Greek  Government  will  work  out  in 
agreement  with  UNRRA  plans  for  increas¬ 
ing  the  price  of  UNRRA  goods  and  reducing 
the  number  of  indigents  who  receive  free  ra¬ 
tions.  So  far  as  possible,  the  Greek  Govern- 
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ment  will  require  indlgents  to  work  In  ex¬ 
change  for  their  UNRRA  rations. 

I  suppose  I  should  apologize  for  men¬ 
tioning  UNRRA  on  this  occasion.  It  is 
not  a  very  happy  recollection. 

10.  All  possible  measures  will  be  taken  to 
restore  industrial  and  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  so  that  the  standard  of  living  may  be 
improved  and  a  basis  may  be  afforded  for  ade¬ 
quate  and  equitable  taxation. 

In  view  of  the  arguments  which  have 
been  made  about  placing  restrictions  on 
our  money,  I  should  like  to  quote  very 
briefly  from  the  debate  which  took  place 
in  the  House  of  Commons  when  the  Brit¬ 
ish  were  contemplating  sending  out  the 
paltry  sum  of  $40,000,000  to  the  Greek 
Government.  I  quote  from  Mr.  Lipson, 
of  Cheltenham: 

We  ought  to  give  the  matter  further  con¬ 
sideration  before  we  indulge  in  acts  of  gen¬ 
erosity  of  this  kind.  We  call  it  a  loan.  That 
is  a  euphemism  for  a  gift.  It  is  quite  obvi¬ 
ous  that  if  Greece  goes  on  as  she  is  doing  she 
will  not  be  able  to  repay  this  loan.  *  «  * 

The  people  of  this  country  ought  to  have 
more  explanation  before  a  sum  of  money  like 
that  is  lent  to  another  country,  and  ought  to 
be  assured  that  the  money  will  be  wisely 
used. 

That  is  the  way  the  British  House  of 
Commons  looked  at  it  when  the  British 
were  sending  out  $40,000,000,  or  10,000,- 
000  pounds.  Are  we  to  be  criticized  or 
censured  for  looking  with  some  care  to 
see  how  the  hard-earned  money  of  the 
American  taxpayers  is  to  be  spent  in  this 
connection?  I  suppose  I  should  really 
say  the  hard-earned  money  of  our  chil¬ 
dren  and  our  children’s  children,  because 
I  sat  in  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  heard  Mr.  Hoffman  calmly  suggest 
that  this  program  be  paid  for,  if  neces¬ 
sary,  by  deficit  financing.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  one  thing 
for  us  calmly  to  dispose  of  the  money  of 
the  American  taxpayers,  and  it  is  quite 
another  thing  for  us  to  place  a  lien  on 
the  people  of  the  United  States  and  on 
the  United  States  itself  for  this  purpose. 
That  is  what  the  ECA  Administrator  has 
suggested  to  us  without  batting  an  eye. 

As  I  have  said,  only  $40,000,000  was  iUr 
volved  in  the  British  loan  to  Greece.  But 
we  find  that  the  logic  of  Mr.  Lipson,  of 
Cheltenham,  prevailed;  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  placed  very  drastic  restrictions 
upon  their  money.  The  representatives 
of  the  British  Government  felt  it  was  in¬ 
cumbent  upon  them  to  see  that  their 
people  were  assured  that  the  money 
would  be  wisely  used.  In  the  British 
Parliament  that  argument  prevailed,  and 
that  was  the  action  taken.  Those 
strings  were  tied  to  the  money  of  the 
British  taxpayers.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
in  all  seriousness,  can  the  proposition  be 
sustained  that  the  United  States  Con¬ 
gress  should  be  any  less  diligent  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  American  money  going  to 
England? 

According  to  the  newspapers,  Mr. 
Hoffman  recently  admitted  that  the  bi¬ 
lateral  trade  agreement  between  Britain 
and  Argentina — an  agreement  in  which 
the  people  of  my  own  State,  as  producers 
of  beef,  are  vitally  interested — “is  some¬ 
thing  which  may  require  a  drastic  crack¬ 
down  on  Marshall-plan  funds.”  If  Ad¬ 
ministrator  Hoffman  can  crack  down  on 


Marshall-plan  funds  in  that  case,  why 
does  he  object  to  having  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  crack  down  on  the  use 
of  Marshall-plan  funds  in  this  case? 
Is  the  crack  down  something  that  is  a 
prerogative  of  the  bureaucrat,  to  the  ex¬ 
clusion  of  the  elected  representatives  of 
the  people?  Is  it  only  Mr.  Hoffman  who 
can  crack  down?  Is  a  similar  action  by 
the  Congress  in  a  much  more  important 
instance  improper,  unfair,  and  to  be  de¬ 
preciated?  It  seems  to  make  a  great 
deal  of  difference,  Mr.  President,  on 
which  foot  the  shoe  happens  to  be.  If 
Mr.  Hoffman  wants  to  do  the  cracking 
down,  he  thinks  it  is  entirely  proper  that 
he  do  so,  and  he  says  he  will  not  hesitate 
to  do  so.  But  if  the  Congress  sees  some 
inequity  or  some  impropriety  in  the  use 
of  Marshall-plan  funds  in  England, 
Prance,  or  some  other  country  of  western 
Europe,  Mr.  Hoffman  says  that  an 
amendment  restricting  the  use  of  the 
money  would  be  very  unfortunate  be-' 
cause  it  would  be  an  interference  with 
the  Government  or  the  economy  of  that 
country.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  in  all  fair¬ 
ness:  If  it  would  not  be  an  interference 
for  Mr.  Hoffman  to  crack  down  in  the 
case  of  the  agreement  between  Britain 
and  Argentina,  why  would  it  be  an  inter¬ 
ference  for  the  Congress  to  act  in  this 
instance? 

VII.  COMPETITION  WITH  NATIONALIZED  IN¬ 
DUSTRIES  IS  UNFAIR  TO  AMERICAN  BUSINESS 

AND  AMERICAN  LABOR 

Mr.  President,  I  now  come  to  the  final 
proposition  to  which  I  shall  address  my¬ 
self.  It  is  probably  the  most  important 
of  all.  That  proposition  is  this:  The 
funds  which  Congress  appropriated  for 
economic  rehabilitation  in  Europe  are 
being  used  to  build  up  a  competing  eco¬ 
nomic  system.  Surely  this  system  will 
rise  to  plague  us  in  the  years  to  come,  if 
we  let  it  continue  to  be  built  up. 

Sir  Stafford  Cripps,  British  Chancelor 
of  the  Exchequer,  has  said  that  his  most 
important  objective  is  to  export  more 
goods  to  foreign  markets,  particularly 
the  United  States.  J.  Harold  Wilson, 
president  of  the  British  Board  of  Trade, 
has  said  they  plan  to  increase  their  mar¬ 
kets  in  the  United  States  by  30  percent. 
That  would  be  all  right  if  they  were  talk¬ 
ing  about  private  enterprise,  if  they  were 
talking  about  private  competition,  but 
that  is  not  what  they  were  talking  about. 
American  business  men  and  working  men 
have  always  prided  themselves  upon  their 
ability  to  meet  fair  competition  any¬ 
where,  at  any  time.  All  our  people  have 
ever  asked  is  an  even  break.  But, 
Mr.  President,  we  have  placed  on  our 
statute  books,  and  we  have  enforced  for 
many  years,  regardless  of  what  party  is 
in  control  of  our  Government,  rigorous 
laws  defining  fair  competition.  It  is  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  entire  philosophy  of 
the  American  system  to  permit  a  mo¬ 
nopoly  to  compete  with  private  initiative 
and  private  enterprise. 

As  I  have  said,  in  competing  in  the 
markets  of  the  world,  all  that  our  people 
have  ever  asked  for  is  an  even  break. 
But  now  we  are  helping  to  create  in 
Europe  by  the  use  of  the  money  of  the 
American  taxpayers,  great  national  mo¬ 
nopolies  or  cartels,  and  we  are  setting 
them  up  in  business  to  compete  with 


American  industry  and  American  labor. 
Mr.  President,  as  we  have  learned,  and 
learned  the  hard  way,  the  trouble  with 
competition  with  a  monopoly  is  that,  in 
the  American  sense,  it  is  not  fair 
competition. 

Nationalized  industries  enjoy  freedom 
from  taxation,  government  financial  sup¬ 
port,  and  a  monopoly  of  home  markets. 
This  will  enable  them  to  carry  on  dump¬ 
ing  operations  at  will  in  other  countries, 
including  the  United  States.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  it  is  interesting  to  recall  that  when 
Mr.  Truman  was  a  Member  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  he  was  an  outstanding  cru¬ 
sader  against  cartels  and  monopolies. 
Yet,  during  his  administration  as  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  this  type  of 
competition  is  being  created  in  much  of 
Europe  today  through  the  application  of 
Marshall  plan  dollars.  My  position  is 
that  we  should  cease  to  underwrite  these 
nationalized  monopolies. 

Today  unemployment  is  increasing 
throughout  the  United  States.  A  major 
contributing  factor  to  this  unemploy¬ 
ment  may  be  found  in  Europe’s  socialized 
monopolies,  financed  in  part  by  Mar¬ 
shall-plan  funds.  The  existence  of  these 
monopolies  and  the  expansion  and  exten¬ 
sion  proposed  for  them  are  a  threat  and 
a  challenge  to  the  Tree-enterprise  system 
in  the  United  States.  Is  it  surprising 
that  their  existence  and  proposed  exten¬ 
sion  and  expansion  are  having  a  depress¬ 
ing  effect  on  business  managers  and 
entrepreneurs  in  this  country  generally? 
Is  it  surprising  that  we  find  the  demand 
for  capital  goods  in  this  country  rapidly 
declining,  and  in  some  industries,  in  some 
parts  of  the  United  States,  drying  up? 

Mr.  President,  because  of  the  lack  of 
time,  I  shall  omit  the  discussion  of  cer¬ 
tain  of  these  industries.  I  should  like  to 
talk  about  the  textile  industries,  con¬ 
cerning  which  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  knows  so  much;  I  should  like  to 
talk  about  the  iron  and  steel  industry, 
concerning  which  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  knows  so  much;  but  I  am 
going  to  talk  about  one  industry  only, 
the  airplane  industry. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  this  particular  part  of  the 
argument  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Missouri  relative  to  the  amendment 
he  has  offered. 

Mr.  KEM.  In  which,  I  may  say,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  joined. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes;  and  with  which 
I  am  in  entire  sympathy.  The  question 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  is  with  reference  to  the  exports 
coming  into  the  dollar  areas  of  goods 
manufactured,  produced,  and  fabricated 
under  nationalistic  government  set-ups. 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  Senator  is 
familiar  with  all  the  evidence,  which  is 
extensive,  but  I  ask  him  whether  he 
recalls  my  asking  a  question  of  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  as  to  what  he  thought  about  peril 
points  established  in  reciprocal-trade 
agreements  to  prevent  the  disastrous  ef¬ 
fects  suffered  by  some  of  our  own  indus¬ 
tries  which  are  feeling  the  impact  of  the 
very  kind  of  competition  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  has  mentioned?  I  agree 
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with  many  of  those  who  contend  that  in 
many  instances  we  ought  to  take  care  of 
ourselves  on  a  competitive  basis  with 
imports  coming  into  the  United  States. 
But  the  Senator,  I  am  sure,  is  well  aware 
of  the  complaints  which  have  been  com¬ 
ing  to  many  Senators,  and  to  himself, 
relative  to  the  textile  industry.  Before 
the  committee  to  study  and  investigate 
the  problems  of  small  business  folded  up, 
we  received  a  great  many  letters  from 
the  different  areas  of  the  country  that 
were  feeling  the  impact  then  of  impor¬ 
tations. 

If  the  Senator  will  permit,  I  should  like 
to  ask  whether  he  recalls  this  colloquy 
which  took  place  between  Mr.  Hoffman 
and  myself  in  the  hearings  on  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  appropriation  bill  for  1950,  as  set 
forth  on. page  128  of  the  hearings: 

PERIL  POINT  IN  RECIPROCAL  TRADE  AGREEMENTS 

Senator  Wherry.  I  have  one  more  ques¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Last  night  I  asked  you  what  you  thought 
about  having  a  peril  point  here  in  our  recip¬ 
rocal  trade  agreements  law  to  prevent  exces¬ 
sive  exports  into  this  country  from  ECA  coun¬ 
tries,  where  exports  will  become  excessive. 
What  do  you  think  about  that? 

You  did  not  answer  the  question  for  the 
record.  I  am  speaking  now  primarily  of  the 
textile  industry,  but  that  can  include  any 
others  in  that  category. 

What  do  you  think  about  a  peril  point  in 
our  proposed  legislation  that  will  prevent  the 
excessive  flooding  of  such  importation  so  as 
to  cause  an  impact  such  as  we  have  now? 
Would  you  be  for  the  peril  point  in  the 
legislation? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  cannot  answer  that  not 
because  I  am  ducking,  either,  but  because  I 
do  not  know  about  the  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments. 

I  was  asked  to  go  into  that,  but  I  said  that 
I  have  trouble  enough  without  going  into 
that. 

The  point  I  want  to  bring  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  is  this:  It  is  no  reflec¬ 
tion  upon  Mr.  Hoffman.  He  is  a  very 
able  administrator.  But  here  is  one  who 
sets  up  or  approves  the  quotas  for  the 
importation  of  goods  into  the  United 
States.  Should  not  one  who  sets  up  those 
quotas,  based  upon  their  own  justifica¬ 
tion,  have  a  tremendous  knowledge  of 
what  the  impact  is  going  to  be  on  an  in¬ 
dustry  such  as  the  textile  industry? 
Should  he  not  know  about  the  peril 
points,  and  when  imports  from  Great 
Britain  and  other  countries  become  so 
extensive  as  to  cause  unemployment,  of 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  has  just 
now  spoken,  because  of  their  impact  upon 
the  economy  of  this  country,  should  the 
Administrator  of  ECA  not  only  know  of 
those  things,  but  should  not  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  begin  to  realize  what  it  means  to 
have  such  foreign  goods  sold  in  dollar 
countries,  when  it  has  that  kind  of  im¬ 
pact  upon  our  own  economy? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  very  glad  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  referred  to  that  im¬ 
portant  colloquy.  I  remember  it  very 
well.  I  also  remember  that  on  another 
somewhat  similar  occasion  when  Mr. 
Hoffman  was  somewhat  in  a  corner, 
his  reply  was  that  he  was  an  automo¬ 
bile  manufacturer,  and  he  knew  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  that  industry:  but  he  seemed 
to  think  there  was  no  reason  to  require 
of  him  any  knowledge  of  conditions  in 


other  industries,  the  economic  condition 
of  which  his  orders  so  vitally  affected. 
I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  interesting 
contribution. 

As  I  was  saying,  today  unemployment 
is  increasing  throughout  the  United 
States.  The  major  contributing  factor 
of  this  unemployment  may  be  found 
in  Europe’s  socialized  monopolies, 
financed  in  part  by  Marshall-plan  funds. 
As  I  previously  said,  the  very  existence 
of  these  monopolies,  with  the  proposed 
plans  for  their  expansion  and  extension, 
is  bound  to  have  a  depressing  effect  upon 
American  businessmen  and  American 
entrepreneurs.  I  want  to  refer,  just  as 
one  example,  to  the  airplane  industry. 
I  wish  time  permitted  and  that  the  pa¬ 
tience  of  Senators  would  allow  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  some  of  the  others.  I  wish 
to  say  in  passing,  so  there  will  be  no  doubt 
about  what  I  mean,  that  the  effect  of 
these  nationalized  industries,  to  date, 
probably  has  not  been  so  important  in 
the  United  States  as  in  markets  which 
are  normally  served  by  the  United  States. 
I  do  not  know  nearly  so  much  about  the 
textile  industry  as  other  Senators  sitting 
here  know,  but  I  have  been  told  that  the 
incidence  or  impact  of  what  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  has  been  doing  on  manufac¬ 
tured  fabrics  occurs  principally  in  mar¬ 
kets  outside  the  United  States,  in  which 
we  have  to  compete  with  the  national¬ 
ized  industries  of  Europe,  to  which  we 
have  been  shipping  our  most  modern 
American  machinery,  to  which  we  have 
been  sending  American  experts  on  pro¬ 
duction  and  American  experts  on  mar¬ 
keting,  to  show  what  to  make  and  where 
to  sell  it. 

The  ECA  procurement  authorization 
for  aircraft,  parts,  and  accessories  from 
April  3,  1948,  through  May  31,  1949, 


reads  as  follows: 

Norway _  $900,  000 

Denmark _  900,  000 

Netherlands _  21,  300,  000 

France _  18,  600,  000 

Italy _  5,  000,  000 

Belgium-Luxemburg _  1,900,000 

Greece _  600,  000 

Ireland _  500,  000 


Total _  49,  700,  000 


We  have  sent  $49,700,000  to  foreign 
countries,  to  set  them  up  in  the  airplane 
business;  that  is,  in  the  business  of  oper¬ 
ating  airways. 

Aircraft  financed  with  the  assistance 
of  ECA,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  are  as 
follows: 

France:  Six  Constellations,  nine  used 
DC-4’8,  and  one  used  Constellation. 

Holland:  2  Constellations,  6  DC-6’s,  and 
12  Convairs. 

Belgium:  Six  Convairs. 

In  addition  to  this,  four  Boeing  Strato- 
cruisers  were  recently  purchased  by  the 
British  Overseas  Airways  Corp.  from 
Sweden  and  it  is  reported  the  BOAC 
plans  to  spend  $15,000,000  to  buy  10  more 
ships  direct  from  Boeing. 

Mr.  President,  you  may  be  interested 
in  the  fact  that  when  we  send  equipment 
to  overseas  foreign  air  lines,  we  send 
none  but  the  best.  We  send  Boeing 
Stratocruisers  and  Constellations. 

In  the  case  of  the  British  deal,  the 
Scandinavian  Consortium  sold  the  Boe¬ 


ing  Stratocruisers.  They  paid  for  them 
in  dollars  obtained  from  the  Export-Im¬ 
port  Bank  of  the  United  States.  Then, 
the  British  bought  them  with  pounds 
sterling  from  the  Scandanavian  Con¬ 
sortium.  The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster]  is  very  familiar  with  the 
transaction.  I  note  he  summarized  it 
-in  this  way,  in  a  hearing  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  Senate: 

ECA  makes  it  possible  for  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  divert  their  own  funds  for  this 
purpose. 

Bear  this  in  mind,  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
garding  the  deals  with  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  air  lines.  In  every 
case  an  air  line  which  is  assisted  by  the 
Marshall  plan  is  a  Government-owned- 
and-operated  monopoly.  They  are  all 
nationalized.  They  are  all  competing 
directly  with  American  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

I  should  like  to  direct  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  page  169  of  the  committee 
hearings.  At  that  point  I  was  question¬ 
ing  Administrator  Hoffman  concerning 
the  nationalized  overseas  air  lines.  The 
following  colloquy  occurred: 

Senator  Kem.  In  the  case  of  Great  Britain, 
it  is  a  government  monopoly.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kem.  In  the  case  of  Belgium  it  is 
a  government  monopoly,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kem.  In  the  case  of  the  Nether¬ 
lands  it  is  a  government  monopoly,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kem.  In  the  case  of  France  it  is 
a  government  monopoly,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kem.  Those  government  monopo¬ 
lies  are  in  direct  competition  with  Ameri¬ 
can  private  capital  and  private  businessmen 
that  are  trying  to  get  along  in  the  same 
business:  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kem.  Are  you,  or  are  you  not,  fur¬ 
nishing  Marshall  plan  money  to  any  of  these 
countries  to  buy  the  very  latest  airplanes 
to  engage  in  this  business? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Yes,  sir. 

*  Mr.  President,  what  effect  do  you  sup¬ 
pose  this  has  on  American  competition? 
Here  is  an  example :  In  the  annual  report 
of  the  American  Airlines,  Inc.,  an  ex¬ 
planation  to  the  shareholders  appears 
of  why  American  Airlines,  Inc.,  decided 
to  dispose  of  its  interest  in  a  foreign  over¬ 
seas  operation.  This  is  the  explanation 
given : 

It  is  evident  that  American  Overseas  will 
in  the  future  require  additional  capital, 
and,  if  so,  it  must  secure  most  of  that  from 
its  principal  stockholder,  American  Airlines. 
American  Airlines  presently  has  no  source 
from  which  it  can  reasonably  secure  such 
additional  funds. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  under  exist¬ 
ing  law,  foreign  competitors  have  a  very 
useful  source,  and  that  is  Mr.  Hoffman 
and  his  ECA  funds. 

In  other  words,  the  American  Overseas 
Lines’  equipment,  consisting  of  Constel¬ 
lations  and  DC-4’s,  may  soon  be  obsolete. 
Because  of  the  history  of  the  lines,  there 
may  be  difficulty  in  securing  risk  capital 
on  reasonable  terms.  While  this  is  going 
on  direct  competitors  in  Europe,  Eng¬ 
land,  Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and 
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other  countries  are  being  financed  by  the 
money  of  the  American  taxpayers. 

This  example  may  be  duplicated  many 
times  over  in  the  American  economy. 
American  businessmen  have  a  right  to 
look  to  the  American  Congress  for  their 
protection. 

Let  us  look  at  the  situation  in  Belgium. 
Sabina,  the  Belgian  air  line,  has  received 
six  Marshall  plan  Convair  air  liners 
which  cost  about  $450,000  each.  Air  lines 
running  out  of  St.  Louis,  for  instance, 
such  as  Chicago  &  Southern,  apparently 
cannot  afford  Convairs.  They  operate 
modest  DC-3’s  and  DC-4’s.  And  so  it 
goes.  I  mention  that  because  it  is  the 
situation  in  my  own  State. 

When  the  Senate  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  was  considering  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan.  Senator  George  said  to  Ad¬ 
ministrator  Hoffman:  “You  may  be  put¬ 
ting  a  whole  lot  of  industry  in  this  coun¬ 
try  out  of  business.”  Mr.  Hoffman’s 
comment  was,  “Sir,  I  cannot  tell  you  how 
little  concerned  I  am  about  European 
competition.” 

I  think  I  can  speak  for  the  American 
Congress  when  I  say  we  are  concerned 
whether  our  people  are  going  to  be  out  of 
work,  whether  our  shops  and  factories 
are  going  to  be  closed.  We  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Congress  are  concerned  whether  the 
markets  for  American  cotton,  grain,  and 
beef  are  going  to  be  displaced  by  bilateral 
agreements  with  Russia,  the  Argentine, 
and  other  countries.  Congress  is  con¬ 
cerned  as  to  the  result  of  our  efforts  to 
compete  with  foreign  socialized  indus¬ 
tries  financed  by  our  own  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  sum¬ 
marize  in  this  way :  For  my  part,  I  do  not 
believe  the  money  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers,  earned  under  a  system  of  free 
enterprise  and  personal  initiative,  should 
be  wasted  in  experiments  in  European 
socialism. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  have  heard 
the  Senator  in  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  on  this  subject,  I  have  listened  to 
much  of  his  speech  today,  and  I  have 
great  respect  for  his  integrity  of  charac¬ 
ter  and  purpose.  Some  time  ago  dur¬ 
ing  the  course  of  his  speech  the  Senator 
said  we  should  do  nothing  harmful  to 
the  European  countries  or  harmful  to 
our  own  country  in  working  out  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Is  not  the  purpose  of  the  pro¬ 
gram — at  least,  that  is  as  I  see  it,  and 
that  is  why  I  voted  for  it — to  protect  our 
security:  and  if  we  are  going  to  protect 
our  security,  must  we  not  keep  the  re¬ 
spect  and  friendship  of  the  nations  we 
are  trying  to  help  and  encourage  them  to 
help  themselves?  Is  not  that  the  essen¬ 
tial  basis  upon  which  we  must  work? 

Mr.  KEM.  That  is  a  very  interesting 
suggestion.  The  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  is  a  man  of  wide  experience  and 
extensive  knowledge  of  human  nature. 
I  should  like  to  ask  him  if  there  is  any¬ 
thing  in  his  experience  which  leads  him 
to  believe  that  lasting  friendship  can  be 
bought  with  money,  or  with  gifts,  how¬ 
ever  munificent? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  was  asking 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  a  question, 


but  I  am  glad  to  answer  his  question  by 
saying,  of  course,  we  cannot.  We  are 
trying,  however,  to  build  up  our  security, 
and  we  are  doing  that  by  helping  those 
nations  help  themselves.  We  want  to 
keep  their  friendship  and  their  help  in 
order  to  aid  our  own  security.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  knows,  as  do  I,  that 
we  resent  very  much  any  foreigner  tell¬ 
ing  us  how  to  run  our  internal  affairs.  It 
usually  hurts  his  case  rather  than  helps 
it.  If  we  tell  England  how  to  operate  her 
own  internal  affairs,  are  we  not  ruining 
the  effect  of  the  program  and  hurting 
our  own  security,  which  we  are  trying  to 
build  up? 

Mr.  KEM.  A  few  days  ago  a  Socialist 
member  of  the  British  Parliament  re¬ 
ferred  to  this  body  and  our  coordinate 
body  as  “an  insanity  fair.”  That  would 
seem  to  indicate  that  what  we  are  doing 
does  not  appeal  to  the  intelligence  of 
our  friends  across  the  water. 

Let  us  see  whether  we  are  securing 
their  affection  and  esteem - 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  prefer 
to  use  the  word  “esteem”  rather  than  the 
word  “affection.” 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  strike  “affection” 
and  say  “esteem,”  to  comply  with  the 
suggestion  of  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

We  find  Mr.  Clement  Attlee,  Prime 
Minister  of  Great  Britain,  saying  that  in 
economic  matters  the  British  look  to 
Russia  rather  than  to  the  United  States. 
We  find  Mr.  Arthur  Horner,  the  head  of 
the  powerful  coal  miners’  union  of  Great 
Britain,  saying  that  in  case  of  war  be¬ 
tween  England  and  Russia,  no  coal  would 
be  mined  in  England.  We  find  His  Bri¬ 
tannic  Majesty's  Government  entering 
into  20-year  military  and  economic  al¬ 
liances  with  Russia.  We  find  His  Ma¬ 
jesty’s  Secretary  for  Foreign  Affairs, 
when  he  came  to  Washington  to  nego¬ 
tiate  the  North  Atlantic  Pact,  taking 
great  care  to  say  to  the  other  friends  of 
Great  Britain  that  he  wanted  it  dis¬ 
tinctly  understood  that  any  engagement 
into  which  he  was  entering  on  that  oc¬ 
casion  had  nothing  to  do  with  previous 
engagements,  which  were  regarded  as 
equally  binding  upon  the  Government 
of  Great  Britain. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  did  not  vote  for  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram,  but  assuming  the  program  is  in 
existence,  does  not  the  Senator  agree 
with  me  that  the  purpose  of  the  program 
is  to  increase  our  own  security? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  and  I  tried  to  explain 
that,  in  my  opinion,  as  it  is  being  carried 
out,  the  program  is  defeating  its  very 
purpose.  Our  program  has  been  to  in¬ 
crease  production  in  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  the  other  countries  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe,  but  we  find  Mr.  Hoffman 
appearing  before  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  and  saying  that  socialism 
slows  down  the  production  process. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  What  imports  have  we 
received  from  western  European  coun¬ 
tries  which  have  affected  our  own  econ¬ 
omy,  in  the  matter  of  employment  of 
men  and  women  in  the  United  States? 


Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
asked  the  question,  because  I  want  to 
make  myself  entirely  clear.  As  I  pre¬ 
viously  stated,  the  impact  of  the  com¬ 
petition  so  far  has  been  principally  in 
other  countries  to  which  our  business¬ 
men  customarily  look,  and  it  is  the  depri¬ 
vation  of  those  markets  that  has  hurt 
the  textile  industry,  the  iron  and  steel 
industry,  and  other  industries.  But  the 
airplane  industry  is  a  very  definite  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  that  competition  does 
right  here  at  home.  We  find  that  the 
British,  Belgian,  French,  and  Dutch  mo¬ 
nopolies  land  at  airports  in  the  United 
States  competing  with  American  private 
industry,  using  the  funds  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer  for  that  purpose.  Under 
those  circumstances,  we  find  ourselves 
subsidizing  American  air  lines  in  order 
that  they  may  meet  competition. 

Mr.  THYE.  Will  the  Senator  yield  at 
that  point? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  merely  wish  to  make  one 
other  point.  It  seems  to  me  that  there 
may  be  some  semblance  of  fact  in  the 
comment  of  our  British  friends  that  we 
have  been  running  an  “insanity  fair,” 
when  we  find  ourselves  giving  a  subsidy 
to  American  air  lines  in  order  that  they 
may  compete  with  foreign  monopolies 
which  we  ourselves  are  subsidizing. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  What  prompts  my  ques¬ 
tion  is  the  Senator’s  statement  that  so¬ 
cialistic  trends  slow  up  production  in  the 
European  countries.  If  the  socialistic 
trends  do  slow  up  production,  how  do  we 
find  endangerment  in  their  competition? 

Mr.  KEM.  It  comes  to  this,  that  we  are 
trying  to  bail  the  British  out,  and  we 
have  a  direct  stake  in  the  recovery  of 
Great  Britain.  As  their  industries  are 
now  being  conducted,  they  cannot  pro¬ 
duce  a  sufficient  quantity  of  goods,  at 
prices  which  the  people  of  other  coun¬ 
tries  are  willing  to  pay,  to  enable  them 
to  get  out  of  the  dog  house. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator,  coming  from  a 
wheat-producing  State,  mentioned  this 
subject,  because,  in  my  judgment,  the 
wheat  producers  of  Minnesota  have  a  di¬ 
rect  interest  in  the  recent  barter  agree¬ 
ment  negotiated  by  the  British  Socialist 
Government  and  Russia  in  regard  to 
wheat.  I  thing  that  if  the  Senator  does 
not  feel  so  now,  he  will  feel  so  before  that 
agreement  is  carried  out. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  fully  concur  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  statement  relative  to  the  wheat 
question,  although  Minnesota  is  not  the 
large  wheat-producing  State  that  some 
of  our  sister  States  are.  But  I  go  back 
to  the  other  question.  The  purpose  of  the 
entire  European  recovery  program  was 
to  give  encouragement  to  business  peo¬ 
ple,  and  to  aid  the  men  and  women  of 
the  foreign  countries  to  rebuild  their 
countries.  It  is  a  proved  fact  that  ECA 
has  done  much  toward  the  rebirth  of 
sound  government,  and  in  giving  encour¬ 
agement  to  the  people  of  the  western 
European  countries  to  reestablish  them¬ 
selves  in  business,  and  to  reestablish  their 
governments.  I  think  the  Senator  will 
agree  with  me  that  all  reports  we  have 
gotten  are  to  the  effect  that  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program  has  gone  further 
and  accomplished  more  than  we  had 
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dared  hoped  for  when  we  voted  the  ap¬ 
propriations  and  authorized  the  ECA  a 
year  ago.  So  I  think  what  we  have  done 
in  the  past  is  all  to  our  credit. 

The  question  as  to  the  future  is  pri¬ 
marily  this:  In  the  event  it  is  possible  for 
us  to  rebuild  those  countries,  and  rees¬ 
tablish  normal  businesses  and  the  nor¬ 
mal  functions  of  government,  that  is 
what  we  should  do.  I  remember  that  the 
United  States,  in  its  early  history,  was 
criticized  by  some  foreigners  for  our  type 
of  government  and  the  philosophy  we 
were  injecting  into  our  Bill  of  Rights  and 
our  Constitution.  Yet,  in  our  type  of 
government,  we  painted  a  beautiful  pic¬ 
ture  of  man’s  achievement.  So  we 
should  not  try  to  project  ourselves  into 
foreign  countries  and  say,  “This  is  the 
pattern  you  should  follow,  and,  if  you 
don’t  follow  it,  we  will  shut  off  every¬ 
thing  from  the  financial  standpoint  to 
which  we  have  committed  ourselves  in 
the  European  recovery  program.” 

I  ask  in  all  sincerity,  Is  there  at  the 
present  time  much  in  the  way  of  imports 
that  we  can  charge  to  the  fact  that  the 
European  manufacturers  have  invaded 
our  own  consumers’  market  by  the  splen¬ 
did  achievements  of  their  planned  recov¬ 
ery  because  of  new  machinery  received 
from  the  United  States  under  the  ECA 
program?  Personally,  I  do  not  think 
we  have  had  much  of  such  competition. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Missouri  for  tolerating  my  statement  in 
connection  with  his .  own  remarks.  I 
merely  wanted  to  be  specifically  on  rec¬ 
ord  as  to  what  I  saw  in  the  ECA,  and 
what  my  convictions  are,  and  that  I  do 
not  share  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Missouri  the  feeling  that  we  have  actu¬ 
ally  destroyed  some  of  our  own  markets 
through  the  competition  we  have  helped 
to  build  up  on  the  European  continent 
in  assisting  the  European  countries 
through  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
glad  to  have  the  interesting  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  know 
the  Senator  does  not  agree  with  me,  and  I 
think  perhaps  other  Senators  do  not 
agree  with  me,  but  I  am  reconciled  by  the 
thought  that  very  often,  in  the  history  of 
our  Republic,  a  dissenting  opinion  of  one 
generation  has  become  the  prevailing 
opinion  of  the  next,  and  it  may  not  be 
very  long  before  the  utter  fallacy  and 
unsoundness  of  this  whole  conception 
will  be  apparent  to  the  American  people. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  wish  to  refer  to  just  one 
other  point,  and  then  I  shall  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  referred 
to  the  recovery  which  has  taken  place  in 
industry  in  Great  Britain  and  other 
countries  of  western  Europe.  I  agree 
with  him  that  there  has  been  a  great  re¬ 
birth  of  industry,  of  socialized,  nation¬ 
alized  industry,  in  those  countries.  But 
he  only  has  to  read  the  debates  in  Parlia¬ 
ment,  he  has  only  to  read  the  statements 
of  Sir  Stafford  Cripps  and  other  leading 
Englishmen,  to  know  that  now  the  whole 
British  economy  is  unsound,  that  the  re¬ 
covery  they  so  ardently  hope  for,  and 
which  we  hope  for,  is  not  taking  place. 


that  their  economy  is  rather  in  retro¬ 
grade,  that  the  so-called  dollar  shortage 
is  becoming  greater  rather  than  less,  and 
there  is  now  in  the  minds  of  students  of 
the  situation  little  hope  that  the  dollar 
shortage,  so-called,  will  be  overcome 
within  the  4-year  period  of  the  Marshall 
plan.  If  the  Senator  wants  authority 
for  that  statement,  I  will  give  him  the 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Van- 
denberg]  in  the  debate  on  the  ECA  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  when  he  very  carefully 
hedged  about  any  prediction  that  the 
recovery  of  the  international  balances 
could  be  accomplished  in  the  period  of 
the  life  of  the  law. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KEM.  I  agreed  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts.  Then  I 
shall  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  not  this  the 
nub  of  whether  or  not  Senators  should 
vote  for  the  Senator’s  amendment  to  the 
ECA  appropriation :  If  a  Member  of 
Congress  voted  for  the  original  ECA  plan 
on  the  basis  of  his  belief  that  it  would 
be  helpful  to  the  security  of  our  own 
country,  must  we  not  now  decide 
whether  it  is  going  to  help  the  security 
of  our  own  country  to  meddle,  if  I  may 
use  that  term,  in  the  internal  business 
of  another  country,  as  to  how  they  shall 
carry  on  their  government  and  their  sys¬ 
tem  of  life?  Is  not  that  the  essence  of 
the  problem? 

Mr.  KEM.  If  the  Senator  will  permit 
me  to  use  Mr.  Acheson’s  recent  very 
graphic  phrase,  I  do  not  believe  any  Sen¬ 
ator  who  voted  for  the  ECA  law  origi¬ 
nally  is  any  less  free  to  vote  for  the 
amendment.  He  should  not  close  his 
eyes  to  all  the  information  he  receives 
about  the  law,  during  the  entire  period 
of  its  duration,  and  say,  “I  espoused  this 
law  once,  and  I  am  not  going  to  permit 
any  improvements  to  be  made  in  it;  I 
have  a  certain  pride  of  authorship  in  it 
that  blinds  me  to  any  mistakes  which 
have  been  made  in  its  administration.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  do  not  think 
it  goes  to  that  point.  It  is  not  what 
the  individual  has  done  in  the  past.  It 
is  what  he  is  trying  to  do  now  or  in  the 
future.  He  should  decide  what  to  do  in 
the  future  in  order  to  accomplish  the 
objective  of  greater  security  to  our  coun¬ 
try,  and  whether  in  the  extension  of  the 
law  there  should  be  an  attemnt  to  med¬ 
dle  with  the  internal  political  arrange¬ 
ments  of  any  other  country. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  answer  very  briefly. 
I  think  our  purpose  under  the  Marshall 
plan  is  to  promote  the  economic  recovery 
of  the  countries  of  western  Europe.  We 
have  been  told  by  Mr.  Hoffman  that 
socialism  slows  down  production.  We 
know  that  production  is  the  very  essence 
of  recovery.  We  know  that  in  order  to 
recover  these  countries  have  to  produce 
enough  goods,  at  prices  at  which  the 
peoples  of  other  countries  are  willing  to 
pay.  We  are  seeing  in  a  very  graphic 
way  the  utter  failure  of  the  socialized 
industries  to  do  that  very  thing.  So 
unless  we  want  to  earn  the  soubriquet 
of  an  “insanity  fair,”  which  has  been 


applied  to  us  by  a  Socialist  member  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  I  think  we  should 
look  the  facts  squarely  in  the  face,  and 
should  say  we  believe  in  the  American 
system  of  free  enterprise;  we  believe  that 
under  that  system  more  goods  are  pro¬ 
duced  at  a  lower  price,  of  the  kind  and 
character  the  people  are  willing  to  buy, 
than  under  any  other  system  in  the 
world,  and  we  are  not  going  to  permit 
the  money  of  American  taxpayers, 
earned  under  the  free-enterprise  system 
and  the  system  of  personal  initiative,  to 
be  frittered  away  in  experiments  in 
European  socialism. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  all  afternoon. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senator 
made  the  statement  that  a  Socialist 
member  of  the  House  of  Commons  ap¬ 
plied  the  sobriquet - 

Mr.  KEM.  He  referred  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Congress  as  “an  insanity  fair.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  “Insanity  fair.” 
I  resent  a  British  Socialist  telling  me 
that  I  im  a  Member  of  an  “insanity 
fair,”  or  whatever  he  may  have  called 
Congress. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  resent  it  thoroughly,  and 
I  hope  the  Senator’s  resentment  will  be 
carried  into  action,  and  that  when  the 
roll  is  called  on  the  amendment  he  will 
exhibit  his  resentment  in  no  uncertain 
terms. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  the  Senator  think 
the  British  people  generally  share  the 
feeling  expressed  by  that  British  public 
official? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  have  quoted  from  nu¬ 
merous  letters  I  have  received  from  Brit¬ 
ish  people  in  which  they  use  very  much 
the  same  words.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Senator  was  in  the  Chamber  when 
I  read  from  one  letter  in  which  the 
writer  referred  to  us  as  “a  bunch  of 
saps.’’  Mr.  Crossman  is  a  leading  Brit¬ 
ish  journalist,  and  he  expressed  the  feel¬ 
ing  in  a  much  more  literary  form.  But 
I  take  it  the  meaning  is  the  same  in 
both  cases. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Ssnator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  are  often  persons 
in  the  United  States  who  refer  to  us, 
Members  of  Congress,  in  what  might  be 
considered  to  be  opprobious  terms,  who 
use  peculiar  expressions  respecting  us, 
but  they  do  not  speak  the  general  opin¬ 
ion  of  all  the  citizens  of  the  Nation. 
For  that  reason  I  asked  the  Senator  the 
question  whether  he  thought  the  people 
of  Great  Britain  generally  shared  the 
feelings  and  sentiments  expressed  by 
the  British  public  official  to  whom  he  re¬ 
ferred? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  do  not  suppose  we  will 
know  with  any  degree  of  definiteness  the 
opinion  of  the  British  people  until  the 
next  general  election.  I  would  say  that 
we  have  excellent  evidence  that  the  Brit¬ 
ish  people  not  only  do  not  esteem  what 
we  are  doing,  but  that  they  regard  it  as 
being  essentially  unsound. 
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We  have  the  words  of  Mr.  Winston 
Churchill,  who,  I  am  glad  to  say,  I  re¬ 
gard  as  the  greatest  Englishman  of  our 
time,  and  perhaps  one  of  the  great  Eng¬ 
lishmen  of  all  times.  We  have  the  words 
of  a  Socialist  member  of  Parliament,  a 
distinguished  English  journalist.  We 
have  the  letters  from  which  I  have  quoted 
from  numerous  of  the  common  people  of 
Britain,  the  ordinary  run  of  the  British 
people.  Very  often  it  tr-kes  a  long  time 
to  down  economic  fallacies.  They  exist 
and  become  very  prevalent.  We  have 
seen  the  witchcraft  delusion  in  England 
and  in  Massachusetts  and  in  other  parts 
of  New  England.  We  have  seen  the  tulip 
craze.  We  have  seen  the  Florida  land 
boom.  We  have  seen  the  stock-market 
craze  of  the  twenties.  But  sooner  or 
later  the  rank  and  file  of  the  people  re¬ 
turn  to  sound  economic  principles  and 
remember  that  2  and  2  make  4,  always 
have,  and  always  will. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  merely  wanted  to  be  on 
record  as  sharing  the  same  feeling  and 
thought  the  Senator  from  Missouri  has 
just  expressed  concerning  the  great  man 
Winston  Churchill. 

The  reason  I  raised  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  Senator  thought  that  many 
of  the  people  of  Great  Britain  shared  the 
same  feelings  expressed  by  the  public 
official  the  Senator  quoted,  is  that  I  have 
always  entertained  the  view  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Great  Britain  generally  somewhat 
shared  the  same  feelings  Winston 
Churchill  expresses  concerning  the 
American  people,  or  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  I  am  confident  that  that 
is  true. 

The  British  people  are  now  laboring 
under  great  difficulties  in  refinancing 
themselves  and  obtaining  the  currency 
necessary  to  do  business.  Their  inabil¬ 
ity  to  do  business  with  the  United  States 
at  times  is  possibly  one  of  the  reasons 
why  thev  have  found  it  necessary  to  en¬ 
ter  into  arrangements  with  other  coun¬ 
tries,  as,  for  example,  to  enter  into  a 
treaty  with  Argentina  to  purchase  some 
beef  from  the  Argentine.  The  reason 
Britain  entered  into  that  arrangement 
was  because  of  her  de^ciency  in  dollars, 
and  her  inability,  therefore,  to  buy  from 
us.  She  has  nothing  to  send  us  in  ex¬ 
change  for  what  she  might  want  to  pur¬ 
chase  from  us,  that,  is,  nothing  we  are 
willing  to  accept  in  exchange. 

Not  so  long  ago  I  inserted  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  an  editorial,  and  in 
connection  with  it  I  criticized  Great  Brit¬ 
ain  for  having  been  ungrateful,  for  hav¬ 
ing  shown  ungratefulness  by  going  to  the 
Argentine  and  contracting  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  beef  from  that  country,  and  like¬ 
wise  contracting  with  Russia  for  some  of 
the  cereal  foods  which  she  could  obtain 
from  Russia.  1'  felt  that  England  had 
definitely  shown  an  ungratefulness  and 
lack  of  consideration  for  the  United 
States  in  its  efforts  to  help  in  the  rebirth 
of  Great  Britain.  I  recognize,  however, 
that  Great  Britain  did  not  have  and  does 
not  now  have  the  currency  or  the  dollars 
really  to  make  purchases  of  beef  and  of 


cereal  crops  which  we  have  had  to  offer 
her,  particularly  cereal  crops,  because  we 
are  long  both  in  wheat  and  corn,  whereas 
in  beef  we  were  short  a  year  ago  and  still 
are  somewhat  short. 

I  thank  the  junior  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  for  allowing  me  to  share  with  him 
the  expression  of  admiration  for  Winston 
Churchill,  for  whom  I  have  always  had 
great  res'pect,  not  only  for  what  he  did 
for  Great  Britain,  but  by  reason  of  what 
he  did  for  all  the  Allies  who  were  asso¬ 
ciated  with  us,  in  giving  them  the  cour¬ 
age  and  the  strength  of  mind  and  the 
will  to  go  forward  as  we  all  went  forward 
in  the  trying  war  years.  No  one  but 
Winston  Churchill  could  have  inspired 
the  British  people  to  carry  through  un¬ 
der  the  devastation  and  the  ruinous  ef¬ 
fects  of  German  bombing  on  England’s 
countryside  as  well  as  to  her  great  cities 
during  the  war  years. 

Mr.  KEM.*  The  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  seems  to  share  my  respect  for 
the  character  of  Winston  Churchill,  but 
he  does  not  share  my  respect  for  the 
opinions  of  Winston  Churchill.  I  have 
just  quoted  the  words  of  Mr.  Churchill. 
This  is  Mr.  Churchill’s  language : 

We  have  this  extraordinary  spectacle  of  a 
British  Socialist  Government  living  on  cap¬ 
italist  America  while  at  the  same  time  they 
denounce  the  American  system.  Does  any¬ 
body  in  his  senses  suppose  that  could  go  on 
indefinitely? 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
Does  anyone  in  his  senses  suppose  that 
that  can  go  on  indefinitely? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  can  yield  only  for  a  question. 
The  Chair  feels  that  in  deference  to  other 
Senators  the  rule  should  be  enforced. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  answer  the 
question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  wish  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  a  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  No.  I  wish  to  answer  the 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  TPIYE.  I  thought  I  was  asking  a 
question.  That  is  the  reason  why  I  asked 
if  the  Senator  would  yield  at  that  point. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  particular  quotation 
which  was  read  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Missouri  led  me  to  ask  the  question 
whether  he  thought  the  people  of  Great 
Britain  shared  the  feeling  expressed  by 
the  public  official  to  whom  he  referred  in 
his  statement.  That  was  the  reason  I 
asked  the  question.  I  feel  that  the  Brit¬ 
ish  people  do  not  share  in  the  thought 
that  they  should  criticize  us  for  assist¬ 
ing  Great  Britain  in  its  efforts  toward 
recovery.  I  believe  that  the  general 
public  of  Great  Britain  are  highly  grate¬ 
ful  to  us  for  what  we  have  done  in  assist¬ 
ing  the  British  in  their  day  of  trial. 

Mr.  KEM.  Let  me  say  in  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  I  believe 
that  before  long  the  British  people  will 
probably  turn  again  to  the  leadership  of 
Winston  Churchill,  which  they  found  so 
sound  and  so  able  in  time  of  national 
emergency.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Church¬ 
ill’s  views  today  are  undoubtedly  shared 
by  the  majority  of  the  thinking  people  of 


Great  Britain.  Sooner  or  later,  if  they 
are  not  shared  by  the  majority  of  the 
people,  they  will  be  shared  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  all  the  people. 

I  wish  to  complete  the  quotation  from 
Mr.  Churchill,  for  whom  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  has  expressed  such  re¬ 
spect,  Mr.  Churchill  said: 

And  what  would  happen  to  the  British 
Socialist  Government  if  the  American  sub¬ 
sidy  did  not  arrive  punctually? 

We  have  Mr.  Churchill’s  word  for  it 
that — 

The  Socialist  Government  and  Socialist 
policy  are  living  on  the  United  States  from 
month  to  month  and  from  hand  to  mouth. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  point  has  been 
raised  that  the  amendment  which  the 
distinguished  Senator  offers  imposes  a 
condition  upon  the  people  of  Great 
Britain  which  invades  their  sovereignty. 
Does  the  Senator  know  whether  or  not  we 
give  full  ambassadorial  recognition  to 
Spain? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  understand  that  we  do 
not;  and  the  reason  assigned  for  it  is 
that  we  do  not  like  their  government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  imposing  conditions  upon 
the  Spanish  Government  for  recognition 
and  imposing  the  conditions  set  forth  in 
the  distinguished  Senator’s  amendment 
relative  to  the  aid  to  be  given  to  Great 
Britain?  What  is  the  difference  in  prin¬ 
ciple,  if  any? 

Mr.  KEM.  If  there  is  any,  it  has  not 
been  developed  in  the  discussion  of  this 
amendment  in  the  press  or  otherwise, 
so  far  as  I  know. 

I  believe  that  the  question  can  be 
brought  much  closer  to  home.  When 
the  OEEC  met  in  Paris  at  the  very  incep¬ 
tion  of  the  Marshall  plan,  the  OEEC  ex¬ 
cluded  Spain,  and  the  reason  assigned 
was  that  we  did  not  like  their  govern¬ 
ment.  Spain  has  remained  excluded  to 
this  time. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  When  the  distin¬ 
guished  Secretary  of  State  was  before 
the  Appropriations  Committee  that  very 
question  was  propounded  to  him.  While 
I  cannot  quote  his  answer  verbatim,  he 
stated  very  forcefully  that  there  were 
certain  conditions  which  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Spain  would  have  to  meet  rela¬ 
tive  to  civil  rights  before  Spain  would 
be  granted  full  ambassadorial  recogni¬ 
tion.  If  that  be  true,  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Missouri,  by  the 
same  token,  why  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  cannot  write  into  this  par  - 
ticular  ECA  appropriation  bill  similar 
conditions  to  apply  to  Great  Britain  or 
any  other  country  which  is  the  recipient 
of  ECA  benefits.  I  do  not  see  a  bit  of 
difference  in  principle  so  far  as  recogni¬ 
tion  is  concerned. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  I  recall  to  his  mind 
that  when  Mr.  Hoffman  was  before  the 
committee,  and  when  inquiry  was  made 
of  him  regarding  the  barter  agreement 
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between  Great  Britain  and  Argentina 
with  reference  to  beef,  Mr.  Hoffman 
said — perhaps  not  boastingly — “I  may 
have  to  crack  down  on  Great  Britain.” 
Have  we  delegated  to  Mr.  Hoffman  the 
power,  authority,  and  prerogative  of 
“cracking  down”  when  we  cannot  exer¬ 
cise  it  ourselves  with  reference  to  our 
own  money? 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  answers 
to  the  people  of  his  State-  I  answer  to 
the  people  of  my  State.  Mr.  Hoffman 
has  no  occasion  to  answer  to  the  people 
of  any  State.  He  can  go  around  talk¬ 
ing  about  cracking  down;  but  the  time 
will  come  when  every  Senator  will  be 
called  upon  to  explain  why  he  permit¬ 
ted  the  money  of  American  taxpayers  to 
be  frittered  away  in  experiments  in 
European  socialism. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
sire  to  speak  briefly  on  the  amendment 
which  authorizes  the  ECA  Administrator 
to  loan  $50,000,000  to  Spain.  The  amend- 
men  is  not  pending  at  this  time.  I  re¬ 
sire  to  place  my  views  in  the  Record  for 
the  reason  that  when  the  amendment 
is  the  pending  question  I  do  not  expect 
to  be  in  the  city. 

Mr.  President,  I  favor  the  amendment 
for  the  reason  that  it  is  an  entering  wedge 
to  reestablish  full  economic  relations 
with  the  Spanish  Government,  for  the 
benefit  both  of  the  people  of  Spain  and 
the  people  of  the  United  States.  In  my 
judgment  our  policies  toward  Spain  are 
wrong.  They  are  senseless.  I  think  this 
is  an  entering  wedge  which  would  finally 
admit  Spain  into  the  Marshall  plan,  and 
would  ultimately  extend  the  credits 
which  are  needed  if  the  Spanish  economy 
is  to  be  placed  upon  a  firm  basis. 

Mr.  President,  the  European  recovery 
program  when  first  enunciated  by  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  Marshall  in  his  speech 
at  Harvard  University  was  announced  as 
an  economic  program  of  a  nonpolitical 
nature  for  the  purpose  of  healing  the 
wounds  of  war  and  putting  the  entire 
Continent  once  more  on  its  feet.  The 
original  intention  was  that  no  European 
nation  should  be  excluded  from  this  pro¬ 
gram;  and  the  fact  that  Russia  is  today 
excluded  arises  solely  from  the  fact  that 
she  has  chosen  to  exclude  herself. 

In  view  of  the  announced  purpose  of 
the  European  recovery  program  and  of 
the  fact  that  our  State  Department  has 
more  than  once  indicated  that  the  latch¬ 
string  was  still  out,  even  to  Russia, 
whenever  she  might  be  willing  to  co¬ 
operate,  why  should  we  exclude  Spain 
from  the  European  recovery  program? 
Spain,  if  included,  could  do  much  to  make 
the  plan  a  success.  A  year  and  a  half 
ago  the  House  of  Representatives  voted 
188  to  104  to  include  Spain  in  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program,  a  vote  which  un¬ 
doubtedly  represented  a  spontaneous  ex¬ 
pression  of  American  sentiment.  Caught 
unawares  by  the  unexpected  vote  in  favor 
of  including  Spain,  certain  groups,  largely 
left  wing  in  sentiment,  went  into  high 
gear  immediately  and  put  great  pres¬ 
sure  on  our  Government,  with  the  result 
that  Spain  was  eliminated  from  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  was  passed  at  that  time. 

The  principal  argument  used  by  these 
left-wing  groups  to  bring  about  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  Spain  was  the  charge  that  the 


inclusion  of  the  Franco  regime  in  the 
ECA  would  be  grist  for  the  Communist 
propaganda  mills  in  Europe.  That  argu¬ 
ment  is  completely  fallacious.  Nothing 
can  contribute  more  to  checkmating 
communism  than  a  strong  Spain  and  a 
strong  Europe.  Because  of  the  minerals 
and  other  commodities  produced  in  Spain 
and  because  of  her  geographic  location, 
it  is  impossible  to  have  a  strong  Europe 
without  a  strong.  Spain.  Instead  of 
creating  confusion  in  the  minds  of  the 
European  people,  such  action  on  our  part 
would  have  cleared  the  air  in  Europe  and 
would  have  signalized  the  end  of  Ameri¬ 
can  appeasement  of  Soviet  Russia. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  signing  and 
ratification  of  the  Atlantic  Security  Pact 
marks  the  end  of  equivocation  in  United 
States  foreign  policy.  Having  signed 
and  ratified  the  Atlantic  Security  Pact, 
the  next  logical  step  would  seem  to  me 
to  be  to  include  Spain  in  the  European 
recovery  program  at  this  time. 

The  Atlantic  security  pact  came  into 
existence  solely  because  of  the  refusal  of 
Russia  to  cooperate  with  the  Western 
World.  In  view  of  that  noncooperative 
attitude  on  the  part  of  Russia,  let  us  be 
consistent  and  realistic  and  follow  up 
the  Atlantic  security  pact  by  a  policy 
of  economic  cooperation  in  strengthen¬ 
ing  the  strongly  anti- Communist  and 
strategically  situated  nation  of  Spain. 
If  Russia  insists  on  the  cold  war,  let  us 
cease  selecting  our  weapons  to  be  used 
in  the  cold  war  in  a  manner  to  please 
our  adversaries.  Where  would  we  get 
on  a  battlefield  if  we  used  no  weapons 
except  those  which  had  won  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  our  enemies?  I  say  here  that 
today  our  State  Department  is  uphold¬ 
ing  the  foreign  policy  of  Soviet  Russia, 
because  we  are  upholding  her  policy  to 
destroy  capitalism  in  Spain.  That  is  the 
issue  there;  that  is  one  of  the  No.  1 
policies  of  the  Soviet  Union,  namely,  to 
destroy  capitalism  in  Spain,  to  take  over 
that  country  because  of  her  strategic  lo¬ 
cation.  In  this  instance  we  find  the 
State  Department  of  the  United  States 
Government  upholding  that  Communist 
foreign  policy. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  I  understand  the 
attitude  of  the  State  Department,  it  is 
not  so  much  that  the  State  Department 
itself  is  opposed  to  our  having  with  Spain 
the  contacts  we  should  have,  but  the 
State  Department  is  afraid  to  make  any 
particular  statement  because  it  might 
hurt  some  of  the  other  governments  in 
Europe  who  are  allied  with  Russia  at  the 
present  time  or  who  might  have  com¬ 
munistic  feelings.  In  other  words,  it  is 
not  the  State  Department  as  such  or  the 
United  States  as  such  that  objects  to 
having  with  Spain  the  contacts  which 
ordinary,  decent  countries  should  have; 
but  they  are  afraid  of  hurting  the  sensi¬ 
bilities  of  the  communistically  inclined 
peoples  of  France,  England,  Russia,  and 
Italy. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  that  statement  is  made  by  officials 
of  the  United  States  Government,  but  I 
deny  that  that  is  their  real  answer.  I 


deny  that  for  the  reason  that  we  refuse 
to  extend  credits  to  that  country,  al¬ 
though  we  know  the  credits  will  be  re¬ 
paid.  We  refuse  to  cooperate  economi¬ 
cally  with  Spain,  although  we  know  she 
is  a  good  credit  risk.  Yet,  at  the  same 
time  we  see  Britain  and  France,  who 
tell  us  to  stay  out  of  Spain,  negotiating 
trade  agreements  with  Spain.  In  the 
case  of  Britain,  that  agreement  will 
amount  to  half  a  billion  dollars  a  year. 
In  the  case  of  France,  it  will  amount  to 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  a  year. 

So  I  say  that  it  is  utterly  senseless  to 
argue  that  England  and  France  will  not 
like  it  if  we  extend  credits  to  Spain,  and 
attempt  to  bolster  the  Spanish  economy, 
inasmuch  as  the  very  people  who  tell  us 
not  to  do  that  are  themselves  doing  it 
and  are  taking  some  of  the  best  cus¬ 
tomers  away  from  the  manufacturing  in¬ 
dustries  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Really,  what  is  the 
difference?  As  I  understand,  the  State 
Department  officials  say,  “Let  Spain  get 
a  loan  from  the  Export-Import  Bank.” 
That  is  the  answer  they  gave  me.  But 
we  are  subscribing  most  of  the  capital 
of  the  Export-Import  Bank.  When  it 
comes  to  imposing  conditions,  I  ask  the 
Senator  the  same  question  I  asked  the 
Senator  from  Missouri,  namely,  what  is 
the  difference  between  imposing  upon 
Spain  conditions  relative  to  certain  as¬ 
pects  of  her  government  and  refusing  to 
accord  her  full  ambassadorial  recogni¬ 
tion,  and  imposing  certain  conditions 
upon  the  British  people  and  saying  they 
must  do  thus  and  so,  if  they  are  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  aid?  I  ask  the  Senator,  is 
there  any  difference  between  the  two? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  No;  there  is  no  dif¬ 
ference. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
feel  that  in  the  interest  of  the  relations  of 
the  nations  in  the  North  Atlantic  Pact 
with  the  other  nations  of  Europe  and 
all  the  nations  that  are  entitled  to  aid, 
Spain  should  have  its  place  among  the 
nations  which  today  are  receiving  aid 
from  the  United  States  of  America? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  certainly  do,  but 
of  course  that  is  not  the  issue  here.  The 
issue  here  is  whether  the  ECA  adminis¬ 
trator  is  to  be  authorized. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  the  question  is  whether  he  is  to 
be  authorized  under  the  amendment? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes,  under  the  Mc- 
Carran  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  referred  to  the 
amendment  relating  to  the  making  of 
a  loan  of  $50,000,000  to  Spain.  Mr. 
President,  England  says,  “You  should 
not  do  that;  we  have  some  Socialists  and 
Communists  in  this  country,  and  it 
would  displease  them.”  France  says, 
“We  have  some  Communists  now,  and 
it  will  displease  them  if  you  do  it.  So 
do  not  do  it.”  Yet  Britain  says  to  Spain, 
“We  will  extend  you  credits  of  $500,000,- 
000  a  year  if  you  will  sign  this  contract 
with  us  and  take  business  away  from 
American  manufacturers.” 
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I  say  that  is  simply  a  racket,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  exactly  the 
point  j.  raised  a  moment  ago.  It  is  the 
issue  here.  We  are  letting  those  within 
the  British  Government  tell  us  whom  we 
should  recognize  because  of  certain 
rights  they  assert,  but  at  the  same  time 
we  are  refusing  to  extend  aid  to  Spain 
because  of  certain  conditions  and  civil 
rights  matters  which  our  State  Depart¬ 
ment  says  must  be  cleared  up.  Yet  I  say 
the  principle  is  the  same.  If  we  can  do 
one,  we  certainly  should  be  able  to  do 
the  other. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  should  like  to  state, 
Mr.  President,  that  a  delegation  of  trade 
unionists  came  from  France  and  Eng¬ 
land  to  the  United  States  in  the  spring. 
I  actually  saw  a  statement  they  released 
and  our  State  Department  released. 
Those  men  said  they  would  not  accept 
Marshall  plan  aid  if  we  extended  aid  to 
Spain.  Now  we  are  going  right  along 
and  are  taking  orders  from  the  Red  ele¬ 
ments  in  those  countries,  who  are  up¬ 
holding  the  Communist  policy  of  at¬ 
tempting  to  destroy  capitalism  therein. 

I  ray  our  State  Department  is  a  party 
to  it  and  is  promoting  that  policy. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make,  if  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
will  allow  me  to  do  so,  is  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  has  outlined  what 
the  philosophy  of  the  Marshall  plan  was 
supposed  to  be,  namely,  through  dollars 
contributed  by  the  American  taxpayer, 
to  get  the  countries  of  that  part  of  Eu¬ 
rope  into  a  healthy  economic  state.  Very 
well.  That  was  the  idea,  whether  we 
liked  Franco,  whether  we  liked  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Government,  whether  we  liked  the 
French  Government,  or  whether  we  liked 
the  Russian  Government.  How  are  we 
to  be  consistent  in  carrying  out  that 
noble  and  laudable  plan,  if  we  do  not 
like  Franco’s  government,  for  instance? 
I  may  say,  I  wish  every  country  had  our 
kind  of  government;  but  that  is  not  the 
question  here.  Merely  because  we  do  not 
like  the  kind  of  government  there  is  in 
Spain,  are  we  to  proceed  in  a  manner 
that  is  inconsistent  with  the  whole  policy 
of  the  Marshall  plan?  Are  we  to  say 
“No,  we  will  clean  up  the  barrel,  we  will 
clean  out  all  the  rotten  apples  but  one?” 
Is  there  to  be  inconsistency  in  carrying 
out  the  idea  of  the  State  Department 
that  in  good  faith  and  in  sincerity  of 
purpose  we  should  bring  Europe  back  to 
an  economically  healthy  state? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect.  There  certainly  cannot  be  any  con¬ 
sistency  in  maintaining  relations  with 
the  Communist  dictatorships  while  re¬ 
fusing  to  deal  with  a  capitalistic 
Christian  nation  which  desires  to  be 
friendly  with  us. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  said  before,  and 
I  repeat,  if  I  were  in  Spain,  possibly  I 
should  not  last  very  long.  I  might  not 
like  the  government  which  exists  in 
Spain.  If  we  are  fighting  communism, 


what  is  the  difference  whether  we  do  the 
fighting  or  whether  Spain  does  it?  What 
country  in  Europe  has  fought  com¬ 
munism  more  than  Spain  has?  Has  it 
been  England,  France,  Italy?  Has  it 
been  Russia?  Hungary?  We  have  an 
ambassador  there.  Has  it  been  Czecho¬ 
slovakia?  Or  has  it  been  Spain? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  It  of  course  has  been 
Spain. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  us  go  a  little 
further.  Is  our  general  policy  and  the 
policy  of  the  Marshall  plan  to  do  good 
to  the  world,  to  feed  hungry  people?  Is 
that  philosophy  and  that  noble  purpose 
to  be  set  aside  and  the  hungry  children 
of  Spain  be  allowed  to  die,  merely  because 
we  do  not  like  Mr.  Franco?  Is  that  what 
we  have  in  mind?  Is  that  the  Senator’s 
conception  of  the  Marshall  plan? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Of  course,  it  is  not, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  in  entire  agreement 
with  the  views  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  But  it  goes  further  than  that. 
The  State  Department’s  policy  toward 
Spain  is  not  only  injuring  that  country, 
it  is  injuring  the  economy  and  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  United  States,  as  I  shall 
show  in  detail  in  a  very  few  moments. 

Instead  of  cringing  under  left-wing 
criticism  of  our  foreign  policy,  let  us 
recognize  that  a  “hit  dog  howls”  and 
that  every  time  we  incur  the  wrath  of  red 
elements  at  home  or  abroad,  we  have 
scored  a  genuine  gain  for  American 
foreign  policy.  Russia  has  never  for¬ 
given  Spain  for  defeating  the  Com¬ 
munists,  including  the  important  Rus¬ 
sian  reinforcements  in  the  Spanish  Civil 
War.  If  the  Communists  had  succeeded 
in  conquering  Spain  in  the  1930’s,  the 
Mediterranean  would  long  ago  have  be¬ 
come  a  Russian  lake  and  all  of  Europe 
to  the  English  Channel  would  be  com¬ 
munistic  today.  As  a  result  of  frustrat¬ 
ing  the  Kremlin  objective  to  so  signifi¬ 
cant  a  degree,  Spain  is  today  high  on  the 
list  of  nations  eventually  slated  for  de¬ 
struction  by  Russian  soldiers.  If  the 
Daily  Worker  and  various  prored  groups 
in  this  country  really  thought  American 
aid  to  Spain  would  play  into  the  hands 
of  Communist  propagandists  in  Italy, 
France,  and  other  countries,  they  would 
surely  sit  back  and  let  us  make  such  a 
mistake  without  any  intervention  on 
their  part.  When,  in  contrast,  we  see 
them  actually  working  themselves  up 
into  a  lather  against  such  aid  to  Spain, 
we  can  be  sure  that  America  and  not 
Russia  would  be  the  beneficiary  of  in¬ 
cluding  Spain  in  the  ECA  program,  or  of 
extending  a  $50,000,000  loan  to  Spain,  as 
the  amendment  provides. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  two  major 
reasons  why  the  inclusion  of  Spain  in 
the  ECA  program  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  United  States.  The  economic  reason 
boils  down  to  the  fact  that  the  over-all, 
long-time  cost  of  ECA  will  be  less  for  the 
American  taxpayer  if  Spain  is  included 
now  in  this  program,  for  Spanish  raw 
materials  are  an  essential  factor  in  a 
normally  functioning  European  economy. 
Let  me  say  at  that  point  that  the  great 
source  of  the  minerals  of  which  we  are 
short  and  which  we  must  stock  pile, 
which  we  must  have  if  we  are  to  fight 
a  successful  war,  must  come  from  that 
country. 


If  Spain  can  get  grants  and  loans  under 
the  ECA  of  $50,000,000  plus  Export-Im¬ 
port  Bank  credits,  it  would  enable  her 
to  import  essential  machinery  to  increase 
her  water-power  production,  her  mineral 
and  factory  production.  It  would  enable 
her  to  import  United  States  wheat,  oil, 
tobacco,  and  cotton.  If  she  can  secure 
adequate  raw  materials  to  employ  her 
labor  force  full  time,  she  can  make  a 
substantial  contribution  to  the  recovery 
of  the  European  economy. 

Spain  is  an  important  exporter  of  iron 
ore,  pyrites,  lead,  wolfram,  mercury,  pot¬ 
ash,  textiles,  cork,  wine,  oranges,  olives, 
and  olive  oil,  and  various  other  products 
to  the  rest  of  Europe.  Although  Spain 
suffered  great  impoverishment  because 
of  the  civil  war  in  the  1930’s,  she  has 
made  great  progress  since  in  reconstruc¬ 
tion.  She  has  rebuilt  scores  of  churches 
that  were  destroyed  by  the  Communists, 
and  has  achieved  a  most  commendable 
economic  advancement  considering  the 
difficulties  under  which  she  is  function¬ 
ing.  How  much  more  rapid  would  be 
her  progress  and  the  progress  of  all  of 
Europe  if  Spain  were  given  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  have  not  limited  our  grants  under 
ECA  to  nations  who  have  suffered  as  a 
result  of  World  War  H.  Sweden  pros¬ 
pered  very  greatly  during  the  war  be¬ 
cause  of  her  neutrality;  yet  she  has  been 
included  in  the  ECA,  and  I  think  we 
were  well  advised  to  include  Sweden  be¬ 
cause  of  the  great  contribution  she  can 
make  to  general  European  recovery,  by 
a  grant  to  provide  her  with  certain  types 
of  machinery  and  raw  materials.  Simi¬ 
larly,  we  have  included  Ireland  in  the 
ECA  though  Ireland  was  also  neutral 
during  the  war,  and  I  think  we  were 
again  well  advised  because  of  the  great 
contribution  to  general  European  re¬ 
covery  that  Ireland  can  make  as  a  result 
of  American  aid. 

Portugal,  also  neutral  in  World  War  II, 
has  been  included  in  ECA  allocations. 
A  very  substantial  sum  will  go  to  Bizonia. 

When  other  neutrals  and  even  our  for¬ 
mer  enemies  are  receiving  grants  under 
the  European  recovery  program,  why  be 
so  inconsistent  as  to  exclude  Spain  sim¬ 
ply  to  appease  various  left-wing  groups 
here  at  home?  It  is  this  American  policy 
of  appeasing  left-wing  elements,  includ¬ 
ing  Socialists,  which  induced  various  Eu¬ 
ropean  governments  to  turn  thumbs 
down  on  the  inclusion  of  Spain  in  the 
original  Marshall  plan,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  Portugal  and  Ireland  who  voted 
for  her  inclusion.  Yet  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  the  very  nations  who  voted 
against  including  Spain  in  the  Marshall 
plan  have  been  willing,  individually,  to 
have  commercial  relations  with  Spain. 
France,  for  instance,  after  a  2-year  boy¬ 
cott,  opened  her  frontier  to  Spain  in  1847 
and  an  extensive  exchange  of  commodi¬ 
ties  needed  by  both  nations  has  been 
resumed. 

ECA  NATIONS  THEMSELVES  HAVE  EXTENSIVE  TRADE 
TREATIES  WITH  SPAIN 

Britain  and  Spain  resumed  economic 
relations  on  a  large  scale  in  1947,  and  on 
December  15,  1948,  an  Anglo-Spanish 
economic  agreement  was  signed  in  Ma¬ 
drid  to  provide  for  an  exchange  of  $400,- 
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000,000  worth  of  goods  annually  between 
Great  Britain  and  Spain.  This  trade 
pact  alloys  considerable  flexibility  in  the 
way  of  credit,  inasmuch  as  Spain’s  ex¬ 
ports  to  Britain  include  seasonal  items, 
such  as  fruits  and  early  vegetables! 

Let  me  give  the  Senate  the  complete 
list  of  European  nations  which  have 
signed  commercial  treaties  with  Spain  in 
the  last  few  years:  Belgium,  February 
1946;  Bizonia,  November  1948;  Denmark, 
March  and  November  1948;  Great  Brit¬ 
ain,  June  and  December  1948;  France, 
May  1948;  Ireland,  October  1946;  Italy, 
June  1946;  Netherlands,  November  1948; 
Portugal,  agreement  in  1943  revised  and 
renewed  semiannually;  Sweden,  May 
1948;  Switzerland,  July  1945. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  and 
Russia  are  the  only  two  great  powers  in 
the  world  which  in  reality  do  not  have 
economic  relations  with  Spain. 

In  addition  to  the  above,  commercial 
treaties  have  been  signed  by  Spain  with 
Norway,  Turkey,  and  various  nations  of 
the  new  world,  such  as  Mexico,  Uruguay, 
Bolivia,  Chile,  Argentina,  and  others. 
Even  the  United  States  relented  in  its 
anti-Spanish  policy  in  May  1948  to  the 
extent  of  unfreezing  $59,000,000  of 
blocked  Spanish  funds  here  in  the 
United  States. 

In  view  of  the  willingness  of  all  these 
nations  to  resume  normal  commercial 
exchange  with  Spain,  and  in  view  of  our 
own  willingness  to  unfreeze  Spanish 
funds,  does  it  not  seem  absurd  to  exclude 
Spain  from  the  scope  of  the  European 
recovery  program? 

When  Britain  has  signed  a  treaty  for 
a  $400,000,000  exchange  of  goods  annu¬ 
ally  with  Spain,  and  every  nation  of 
western  Europe  has  entered  into  a  com¬ 
mercial  agreement  with  Spain  of  com¬ 
mensurate  scope,  does  it  not  seem  absurd 
that  any  of  them  should  object  to  the 
inclusion  of  Spain  in  the  EC  A?  Actu¬ 
ally,  Mr.  President,  the  nations  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe  which  have  made  these  com¬ 
mercial  treaties  with  Spain,  while  at  the 
same  time  expressing  reluctance  to  share 
ECA  funds  with  the  Franco  regime,  are 
making  hay  themselves  economically  in 
the  Spanish  market,  while  doing  their 
part  to  exclude  the  United  States  from 
this  important  market.  They  desire  to 
supplant  American  industry  in  the  Span¬ 
ish  market.  They  have  the  cooperation 
of  our  State  Department.  Private  Brit¬ 
ish  industry  and  private  French  industry 
develop  economic  ties  with  Spanish  im¬ 
porters  which  give  them  the  inside  track 
compared  to  business  firms  in  the  United 
States.  I  am  told  that  many  ECA  prod¬ 
ucts  shipped  by  this  country  to  western 
Europe  are  re-exported  to  Spain,  thus 
depriving  American  business  of  both 
valuable  business  contacts  and  of  profits 
which  should  legitimately  be  ours. 

As  I  see  it,  no  one  but  the  United  States 
has  any  right  to  specify  where  the 
American  taxpayer’s  money  is  going  to 
be  spent  in  Europe ;  and  if  the  American 
Congress  wants  to  give  the  same  sort 
of  lift  to  Spain  as  it  has  to  the  other 
nations  of  western  Europe,  as  our  own 
safety  and  self-interest  require,  we 
should  proceed  to  do  so  without  taking 
any  cognizance  whatever  of  the  pressure 


of  left-wing  political  opinion,  either  here 
at  home  or  in  western  Europe  outside 
of  Spain. 

Let  us  take  a  look,  Mr.  President,  at 
the  increasing  business  for  America  that 
will  result  from  increased  Spanish  pros¬ 
perity  following  the  inclusion  of  Spain 
in  the  European  Recovery  Program. 

Spain  ranks  third  today  among  the 
nations  of  Europe  in  potential  textile 
production,  having  1,315  textile  factories 
with  over  2,000,000  spindle  capacity, 
capable  of  consuming  550,000  bales  of 
cotton  a  year.  Yet  the  employees  of 
Spanish  textile  mills  are  able  to  work 
only  one  and  a  half  days  a  week  because 
of  the  scarcity  of  cotton.  Spain  is  a 
traditionally  large  importer  of  American 
raw  cotton,  yet  she  especially  needs  this 
product  to  mix  with  long  staple  Egyptian 
and  the  very  short  Indian  cotton  on 
which  her  factories  have  been  obliged  to 
survive.  Spain  can  use  from  250,000  to 
300,000  bales  of  American  cotton  a  year, 
as  she  has  for  many  years  in  the  past. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  At  this  point  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  if  it  is  not  true  that 
Spain  is  not  asking  the  United  States  to 
give  her  money  with  which  to  buy  Ameri¬ 
can  cotton,  but  she  merely  desires  a  loan 
of  money,  and  that  her  reputation  is  that 
she  always  pays  her  debts? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  Cotton,  however,  would  not  be  the 
only  beneficiary.  She  desires  from  500,- 
000  to  1,000,000  tons  of  wheat,  she  desires 
40,000  tons  of  lard  and  soybean  oil. 
There  is  no  doubt,  as  I  shall  show  in  a 
moment,  that  she  can  pay  us  back.  The 
Chase  National  Bank  has  investigated 
her  economy  and  credit  standing  and 
has  said  that  she  is  a  good  credit  risk  and 
can  repay  the  loan. 

Here  is  where  the  policy  is  hurting  our 
Government:  We  have  price-support 
programs  and  we  have  several  billions  of 
dollars  invested  in  the  very  farm  com¬ 
modities  Spain  needs.  We  are  going  to 
invest  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  this 
fall  under  the  same  program,  because  it 
is  said  that  we  are  overproducing.  I 
have  read  in  the  newspapers  that  lard 
has  reached  its  10 -year  low  price  and  is 
a  drug  on  the  market.  There  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  overproduction.  Yet  Spain  de¬ 
sires  40,000  tons  of  lard  and  soybean  oil. 
If  we  extended  her  credit  we  would  save 
the  American  taxpayer  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars,  because  we  would  not  have  to  buy 
these  products  under  the  price-support 
program. 

If  in  the  past  2  years  we  had  extended 
credit  to  Spain  with  which  to  purchase 
cotton,  we  would  not  be  faced  with  an 
acreage-reduction  program  in  that  com¬ 
modity,  and  we  would  not  have  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  tied  up  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  in  price  support 
in  connection  with  that  commodity, 
which  we  had  to  buy  and  take  off  the 
market.  So  I  say  that  what  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  is  sensible,  for  by  our  pres¬ 
ent  course  of  action  we  are  not  only  hurt¬ 
ing  Spain,  but  we  are  hurting  the  Ameri¬ 
can  producer,  and  are  accumulating  a 
surplus  which  can  blow  up  the  farm  pro¬ 


gram  of  the  United  States,  dry  up  pur¬ 
chasing  power,  and  bring  on  a  depression 
in  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  forgot  to  mention  the 
case  of  tobacco.  Historically,  Spain  has 
been  a  large  consumer  of  American 
tobacco.  The  Federal  Government  is 
spending  millions  of  dollars  through  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  support 
the  price  of  tobacco.  If  we  had  filled 
Spain’s  demands  by  a  loan,  which  the 
bankers  and  businessmen  say  she  could 
repay,  we  would  not  have  millions  of 
dollars  invested  in  that  commodity.  But 
we  see  the  farmers  of  Kentucky,  the 
Carolinas,  and  Virginia  suffering,  with 
their  products  piled  up,  and  the  State 
Department  saying,  “No;  no  credit  to 
Spain.  We  do  not  want  to  displease  the 
Red  Party  in  England.”  And  England 
says,  “Come  to  us  and  we  will  make  it 
available  through  our  possessions.” 
And  that  is  what  is  being  done.  I  say  we 
are  being  used,  and  our  State  Depart¬ 
ment  is  upholding  the  foreign  policy  of 
Communist  Russia,  which  attempts  to 
make  conditions  in  Spain  so  hard  that 
there  will  be  revolution  there,  and  com¬ 
munism  can  take  over. 

With  an  exceptionally  large  cotton 
crop  in  America  the  past  year,  and  the 
prospect  of  an  even  larger  one  this  year, 
is  it  not  the  height  of  absurdity  that 
Spanish  textile  mills  should  be  idle  80 
percent  of  the  time  for  lack  of  raw  mate¬ 
rials,  and  that  such  cotton  as  Spain  is 
able  to  buy  should  come  from  the  com¬ 
petitors  of  American  producers,  such  as 
India,  Egypt  and  Brazil? 

Mr.  President,  while  discussing  the 
State  Department,  let  me  say  that  I  have 
always  thought  it  was  the  paramount 
duty  of  the  American  State  Department 
to  expand  foreign  markets  for  American 
products,  to  cooperate  to  secure  markets 
for  our  products  in  order  to  help  our 
economy.  I  thought  that  was  our  State 
Department’s  primary  function.  But  I 
am  certainly  surprised — and  I  have  had 
some  experience  with  this  agency — 
when  I  find  that  instead  of  attempting 
to  expand  the  sale  of  American  products 
and  secure  markets  for  them,  it  has  at¬ 
tempted  deliverately  to  take  historic 
markets  away  from  American  producers 
and  give  those  markets  to  foreign  com¬ 
petitors  which  have  never  in  history  done 
business  with  the  countries  involved.  I 
could  name  the  countries,  because  I 
know  the  facts,  and  I  say  it  is  appalling 
that  this  agency  of  our  government  at¬ 
tempts  to  penalize  industry  in  America, 
and  American  agriculture,  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  foreign  producers. 

Fertilizer  represents  another  commod¬ 
ity  of  which  Spain  is  in  particular  need, 
although  she  is  one  of  the  largest  potash 
producers  in  Europe,  and  could  make 
important  contributions  to  the  fertility 
of  European  fields  generally,  if  she  could 
secure  adequate  mining  machinery. 

There  is  a  world-wide  shortage  of  pot¬ 
ash,  and  because  there  is  such  a  shortage 
there  is  a  world-wide  shortage  of  food. 
The  potash  deficiency  is  the  largest  con¬ 
tributing  factor  today  to  the  food  short¬ 
age  in  the  world.  It  would  take  a  credit 
of  only  a  few  million  dollars,  a  small  sum, 
to  mechanize  the  mines  of  Spain,  where¬ 
by  she  could  secure  within  2  years  prac- 
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tically  enough  potash  to  end  the  world¬ 
wide  shortage.  If  that  were  done,  the 
food  supply  of  Europe  would  increase 
greatly,  and  it  would  certainly  lessen  the 
amount  of  money  which  the  United 
States  would  have  to  spend  under  the 
ECA  program. 

The  potash  mines  in  Spain  afford  an 
excellent  illustration  of  how  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  Spain  in  ECA  would  contribute 
to  reconstruction  in  Europe  without  cost 
to  American  taxpayers.  Many  of  the 
German  potash  mines  are  now  behind 
the  iron  curtain,  and  Spain,  with  the 
largest  potash  reserves  in  the  entire 
world — note  that,  Mr.  President,  the 
largest  potash  reserves  in  the  entire 
world — could  supply  the  deficiency  in 
this  production  field  of  Europe,  and  other 
nations  as  well. 

Incidentally,  there  is  a  potash  defi¬ 
ciency  of  half  a  million  tons  a  year  at  the 
present  time.  Spain  alone  could  meet 
the  entire  deficiency  if  she  could  secure 
adequate  mining  machinery,  and  the 
transportation  facilities  needed  to  bring 
the  potash  from  the  mines,  at  the  base 
of  the  Pyrenees,  to  the  port  of  Barce¬ 
lona,  100  miles  away.  If  Spain  could  se¬ 
cure  a  loan  under  ECA  of  $10,000,000  for 
mining  machinery,  she  could  increase  her 
potash  production  from  200,000  tons  a 
year  to  practically  enough  to  wipe  out 
the  world’s  deficit.  Such  self-liquidat¬ 
ing  loans  as  this  typify  the  financial 
soundness  of  including  Spain  in  the 
program  by  extending  the  loan  in  ques¬ 
tion. 

In  addition  to  potash,  Spain  has  im¬ 
portant  deposits  of  antimony,  immense 
reserves  of  lead  and  mecury,  a  moderate 
amount  of  manganese,  a  mineral  very 
important  to  America  since  Russia  has 
shut  our  steel  industry  '  off  from  that 
source  of  supply.  Spain  has  important 
reserves  of  strontium,  tungsten,  zinc, 
and  fluorspar,  also  large  reserves  of 
graphite  and  pyrites.  Many  of  these 
minerals  and  metals  constitute  items 
which  the  United  States  is  now  stock 
piling. 

Mr.  President,  for  these  reasons, 
Spain  could  liquidate  the  proposed  loan, 
without  question.  Her  commodities  as  a 
whole  are  commodities  the  United  States 
needs.  We  need  all  these  minerals, 
which  are  not  produced  here.  Spain 
produces  cork,  which  is  not  produced 
here.  She  produces  spices,  which  we  do 
not  produce,  but  which  we  need.  If  we 
can  stimulate  production  in  that  coun¬ 
try,  they  can  sell  us  the  commodities, 
and  get  the  dollars  with  which  to  repay 
the  loan.  We  cannot  do  that  in  the 
case  of  countries  which  produce  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus  supply  in 
this  country.  In  such  cases  we  cannot 
get  the  money  back.  But  we  could  stim¬ 
ulate  in  Spain  the  production  of  potash, 
for  instance,  which  we  must  have  here, 
and  other  minerals,  and  Spain  could  get 
the  dollars  and  repay  the  loans. 

In  the  past  year  we  were  obliged  to 
import  70  percent  of  our  antimony,  43 
percent  of  our  lead,  75  percent  of  our 
mercury,  98  percent  of  our  manganese, 
99  percent  of  our  strontium,  53  percent 
of  our  tungsten,  33  percent  of  our  zinc, 
24  percent  of  our  fluorspar,  92  percent  of 
our  graphite,  and  12  percent  of  our  py¬ 


rites.  That  is  proof  conclusive  that  such 
a  loan  is  a  bankable  proposition,  and 
that  our  own  country  would  secure  vast 
benefits  from  making  the  loan,  because  it 
would  stimulate  the  production  in  Spain 
of  commodities  which  we  must  have. 
Today  we  search  the  world  over  for  sup¬ 
plies  of  manganese.  Russia  has  shut  us 
off.  We  could  secure  a  portion  of  our 
needs  of  manganese  from  Spain  if  we 
extended  her  credit  for  mining  ma¬ 
chinery. 

It  is  sometimes  difficult  to  stock  pile 
these  strategic  materials  as  rapidly  as 
we  would  like.  By  supplying  Spain  with 
adequate  mining  machinery  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  we  could  not  only  add 
to  our  stock  pile  but  would  contribute  to 
the  general  European  industrial  recovery, 
while  simultaneously  assuring  self-liqui¬ 
dation  of  such  loans  to  Spain. 

Spain  is  the  only  European  country 
which  has  not  received  a  dollar  from  the 
United  States  since  1942.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  gives  the  excuse,  Mr.  President, 
that  a  loan  to  Spain  would  not  be  a  bank¬ 
able  loan,  and  therefore  the  Department 
has  advised  the  Export-Import  Bank 
against  extending  credits.  I  shall  ad¬ 
dress  myself  for  a  few  moments  to  that 
particular  point.  The  only  reason,  the 
only  excuse  given  for  the  advice  against 
extending  credits  is  that  such  a  loan 
would  not  be  bankable.  Spain  is  one  of 
the  few  nations  in  the  world  which  is  not 
indebted  to  the  United  States  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  and  which  in  its  entire  history 
has  never  cost  the  United  States  taxpay¬ 
ers  a  single  copper  penny  through  default 
of  a  loan.  The  Franco  regime  in  Spain 
has  paid  off  in  full  a  $72,000,000  indebt¬ 
edness  contracted  in  the  United  States 
by  the  preceding  republican  government 
of  Spain.  In  1942  we  extended  Spain  a 
credit  of  $58,000,000,  and  she  paid  every 
dime  of  that  indebtedness  as  it  came  due. 

As  a  further  illustration  of  Spain’s 
record  in  payment  of  debt,  I  cite  the  fact 
that  she  paid  off  in  full  her  debt  to  Ger¬ 
many  in  1944.  She  is  12  years  ahead  of 
schedule  in  meeting  amortization  pay¬ 
ments  in  her  debt  to  Italy.  What  other 
nation  in  the  world  has  done  so  well,  Mr. 
President?  Let  me  repeat  that  Spain  is 
12  years  ahead  of  schedule  in  meeting 
amortization  payments  in  her  debt  to 
Italy.  As  a  commercial  risk  Spain  is  in 
the  same  category  as  Finland. 

Let  me  say,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
year  the  great  Chase  National  Bank  had 
its  experts  exhaustively  study  at  first 
hand  the  economy  of  that  country,  with 
reference  to  her  ability  to  repay  a  loan 
from  the  United  States,  and  they  found 
that  Spain  was  a  good  credit  risk  and 
could  repay  the  loan. 

In  the  past  few'fiays  several  great  busi¬ 
ness  firms  of  this  country  have  gotten 
together  and  pooled  $10,000,000  as  a 
loan  to  Spain.  They  think  that  a  $10,- 
000,000  private  loan  is  good  business,  is 
bankable.  Let  me  show  the  Senate  how 
that  is  going  to  affect  our  economy.  One 
of  the  concerns  in  the  pool  sells  a  product 
which  is  surplus  in  the  United  States 
and  which  is  in  surplus  in  Mexico.  This 
American  firm,  as  a  result  of  the  loan 
to  Spain,  will  use  the  Mexican  product 
and  ship  it  to  Spain,  instead  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  product,  because  the  firm  will  re¬ 


ceive  a  larger  commission  from  the  Mex¬ 
ican  producers  than  from  those  who  pro¬ 
duce  the  product  in  the  United  States. 
Thereby  they  will  sop  up  $10,000,000  in 
dollars  that  Spain  must  earn,  and  the 
shipment  to  Spain  of  Mexican  products, 
rather  than  American  products,  will  pre¬ 
vent  the  money  for  those  products  going 
to  the  producers  in  the  United  States. 
The  members  of  this  pool  consider  the 
loan  to  be  good  business  for  them,  and 
Spain  to  be  a  good  credit  risk,  and  they 
are  extending  $10,000,000  in  credit  to 
Spain.  But  because  they  can  secure  a 
larger  commission  by  shipping  certain 
Mexican  products,  these  concerns  are  do¬ 
ing  so,  instead  of  shipping  the  products 
of  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  if  our  State  Department 
would  cooperate  with  the  producers  of 
the  United  States,  and  save  the  Spanish 
market  for  producers  in  this  country,  it 
would  strengthen  our  economy  at  this 
time  when  we  are  on  the  down  grade, 
and  when  every  effort  must  be  made  by 
selling  our  products  to  strengthen  it,  to 
build  it  up,  and  to  put  it  on  a  firm,  sound 
basis,  instead  of  operating  on  the  basis 
of  gifts,  the  giving  away  of  American 
goods,  as  we  are  now  engaged  in  doing. 

Spain  has  also  been  criticized,  Mr. 
President,  for  allegedly  helping  Hitler 
during  the  war.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
Spain  insisted  on  maintaining  her  neu¬ 
trality  when  Hitler  sought  Spanish  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  war.  I  think  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  is  what  happened,  especi¬ 
ally  in  view  of  the  statements  Mr. 
Churchill  has  made. 

Our  State  Department  has  opposed 
the  extension  of  credits  to  Spain  by  the 
Export-Import  Bank  until  the  present 
Spanish  regime  is  liberalized,  as  it  says. 
First  the  Department  says  it  desires  the 
existing  exchange  rate  to  be  allowed  to 
sink  to  its  natural  level.  Since  we  are 
not  demanding  this  of  other  European 
countries,  why  should  we  make  the  de¬ 
mand  in  the  case  of  Spain,  unless  it  be 
as  an  excuse  not  to  extend  credits  to 
that  country,  and  not  to  encourage  the 
development  of  economic  relations  with 
her. 

Secondly,  our  State  Department  is  de¬ 
manding  the  elimination  of  economic 
controls  in  Spain.  Actually  Spain  has 
the  least  economic  control  of  any  nation 
in  Europe.  Only  the  railways,  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry,  and  a  portion  of  the  pe¬ 
troleum  industry  are  nationalized. 
Scarce  commodities  are  allocated  in 
Spain,  just  as  they  have  been  allocated 
in  the  United  States  by  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  It  may  be  assumed  that 
Spain  will  drop  such  economic  controls  as 
she  finds  to  be  unnecessary  as  soon  as 
scarcities  are  eliminated,  just  as  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce 
is  due  to  drop  all  controls  in  this  country 
on  September  30  of  this  year. 

The  insincerity  of  criticism  of  Spain 
on  the  score  of  too  many  economic  con¬ 
trols  is  shown  by  the  frequent  clamor  for 
such  economic  controls  in  the  United 
States  by  the  very  same  elements  that  are 
decrying  controls  in  Spain.  The  impov¬ 
erishment  of  Spain  and  the  delay  of  Eu¬ 
ropean  recovery  is  thus  shown  to  be  the 
true  objective  of  the  American  left  wing¬ 
ers  who  seem  to  work  in  conjunction  with 
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our  State  Department.  It  is  true  that 
Spain  does  not  have  the  same  type  of 
elections  as  we  have  in  the  United  States. 
It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  Spanish  civil  war  all  the 
political  parties  supported  General 
Franco  in  order  to  save  their  country 
from  communism.  Those  parties  still 
function  and  lend  their  support  in  vary¬ 
ing  degrees  to  Franco,  but  do  not  run  sep¬ 
arate  slates  of  candidates  in  elections. 
The  reason  why  left-wing  opposition 
parties  are  not  permitted  to  function  at 
this  time  is  the  fear  of  the  Spaniard 
that  once  the  Russian  camel  were  al¬ 
lowed  to  put  its  head  inside  the  tent,  the 
same  thing  would  happen  there  as  has 
happened  in  a  dozen  countries  in  eastern 
Europe,  more  recently  in  Czechoslovakia, 
and  as  was  threatened  not  long  ago  in 
France  and  Italy.  I  say  that  in  sup¬ 
pressing  those  elements  and  not  letting 
communism  get  a  fcothold  there,  the 
Franco  regime  has  shown  far  better 
judgment  than  have  some  of  the  other 
countries  of  Europe. 

Early  in  1947  Spain  conducted  a  plebi¬ 
scite  on  the  law  of  the  Spanish  succes¬ 
sion.  Communists  broadcasting  from 
France  instructed  their  followers  and 
sympathizers  to  abstain  from  voting,  so 
all  abstentions  were  presumably  equiva¬ 
lent  to  negative  votes.  Abstentions  plus 
actual  negative  votes  comprised  only  18 
percent  of  the  total.  Thus  82  percent  of 
the  electorate  registered  approval  of  the 
Franco  regime. 

The  truth  is  that  all  the  parties  of 
Spain  except  the  Communists  and  the 
left-wing  Socialists  are  supporting  the 
Franco  regime  in  the  present  crisis. 
Only  parties  desiring  to  overthrow  this 
Spanish  Government  by  force  are  anti- 
Franco,  although  when  conditions  re¬ 
turn  to  normal  the  response  of  the  elec¬ 
torate  may  be  different.  No  political 
cooperation  with  Reds  is  possible.  Give 
them  an  inch  and  they  will  take  a  mile. 
We  have  learned  that  the  world  over. 
Spain  is  simply  being  realistic  in  the 
face  of  current  Red  aggression. 

Mr.  President,  we  now  come  to  one  of 
the  principal  reasons  why  Spain  should 
be  included  and  why  this  loan  should  be 
made,  namely,  the  military  reason.  In 
case  the  cold  war  changes  overnight  into 
a  hot  war,  Spain  can  put  2,000,000  trained 
soldiers  in  the  field.  They  are  soldiers 
free  from  communistic  taint  or  com¬ 
munistic  infiltration.  In  all  too  many 
cases  the  strength  of  other  western  Eu¬ 
ropean  nations  has  been  sapped  by  Com¬ 
munist  propaganda.  But  there  is  no 
question  about  the  Spanish  Army’s 
morale  and  fighting  ability. 

It  has  been  said  that  some  of  our 
allies  plan  to  retreat  in  case  of  war  with 
Russia.  This  is  not  true  of  Spain.  The 
Spaniards  plan  to  fight.  I  submit  that 
we  must  build  from  a  military  stand¬ 
point  on  a  people  in  Europe  who  will 
defend  themselves  from  aggression  and 
who  will  stand  with  us  in  defending 
western  civilization  and  our  way  of  life, 
and  who  do  not  plan  a  hasty  retreat 
across  the  Iberian  Peninsula  to  North 
Africa  in  case  of  war. 

Spain  also  occupies  a  strategic  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  Mediterranean,  of  which 
Russia  is  now  struggling  to  secure  con¬ 
trol.  It  has  been  said  that  Russia  could 


take  all  of  Europe  as  far  as  the  Pyrenees 
in  3  weeks’  time,  but  we  hope  she  would 
be  stopped  there.  In  case  of  actual 
hostilities  with  Russia  Spain  is  therefore 
essential  to  the  United  States  as  a 
bridgehead  in  Europe.  Because  of  its 
mountainous  terrain  and  its  high  pla¬ 
teaus  and  hidden  valleys,  Spain  affords 
ideal  topography  for  air  bases. 

We  know  that  as  the  result  of  an 
agreement  between  the  United  States 
Government  and  the  Spanish  Govern¬ 
ment  in  1945  we  constructed  in  Spain 
air  bases  which  have  been  maintained 
there,  and  which  would  be  absolutely  es¬ 
sential  in  case  the  cold  war  should  turn 
into  a  hot  war.  I  submit  that  by  this 
loan  we  could  shore  up  the  economy  of 
that  country.  The  loan  can  be  repaid. 
We  can  strengthen  the  economy  of  Spain 
and  thus  strengthen  her  military  power 
to  resist  invasion. 

Mr.  President,  because  Spain  is  a  good 
credit  risk,  because  she  has  fought  the 
good  fight  against  communistic  aggres¬ 
sion,  because  she  is  an  important  econ¬ 
omic  factor  in  European  recovery,  be¬ 
cause  our  own  trade  with  Spain  should 
be  restored  to  normal  to  reduce  our  crop 
surpluses  and  prevent  a  depression  at 
home,  and  because  Spain  is  a  valuable 
ally  in  the  cold  war  and  will  be  an  in¬ 
dispensable  one  should  the  war  become 
hot,  I  believe  that  Spain  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  ECA  program.  This  loan 
would  be  an  opening  wedge.  I  submit 
that  the  amendment  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  of  the  present 
occupant  of  the  chair  whether  the 
pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
first  committee  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair) .  The  pending  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  first  committee 
amendment,  which  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Onpagel.be- 
.  ginning  in  line  7,  it  is  proposed  to  insert: 
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Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation:  For  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by 
Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  includ¬ 
ing  per  diem  and  subsistence  expenses,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 
approved  June  9,  1949,  $344,000:  Provided, 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available 
from  and  including  July  1,  1949,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  provided  herein.  All  obligations  In¬ 
curred  during  the  period  between  July  1, 
1949,  and  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act  in  anticipation  of  such  appropriation  are 
hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  If 
agreeable  to  the  majority  leader,  I  would 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Anderson 

Brewster 

Bricker 

Bridges 


Butler 

Byrd 

Cain 

Capehart 

Chapman 


Chavez 

Connally 

Cordon 

Donnell 

Douglas 


Downey 

Kem 

Myers 

Dulles 

Kerr 

Neely 

Eastland 

Kilgore 

O’Conor 

Ecton 

Knowland 

O’Mahoney 

Ellender 

Langer 

Pepper 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Robertson 

Flanders 

Long 

Russell 

Frear 

Lucas 

Saltonstall 

Fulbright 

McCarran 

Schoeppel 

George 

McCarthy 

Smith,  Maine 

Gillette 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Graham 

McFarland 

Stennis 

Green 

McGrath 

Taft 

Gurney 

McKellar 

Taylor 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Hickenlooper 

Magnuson 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hill 

Malone 

Thye 

Hoey 

Martin 

Vandenberg 

Holland 

Maybank 

Watkins 

Hunt 

Miller 

Wherry 

Ives 

Millikin 

Wiley 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Morse 

Williams 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mundt 

Withers 

Johnston, 

s.  c. 

Murray 

Young 

The 

PRESIDING 

OFFICER.  . 

quorum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  first  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  first 
committee  amendment,  as  I  understand, 
begins  on  page  1  and  extends  over  on 
page  2. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is  known  as  the 
watchdog  amendment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  raise  a  parliamentary  inquiry,  if 
I  may. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  title  I  we  find  “Con¬ 
tingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate,”  as  the 
caption  of  the  title.  I  should  like  to  ask 
whether  this  money  is  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  contingent  expenses,  or  the  fund 
known  as  the  contingent  expense  fund  of 
the  United  States  Senate,  or,  if  not,  what 
is  the  reason  for  the  caption. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  an  answer  to  my 
question. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  A  similar  provision 
was  adopted  last  year,  and  the  money 
was  paid  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  it  should  be  paid  from  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  this  year, 
and  that  is  why  it  was  put  in  in  this  way. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  from  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
that  the  fund  which  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  contingen.  expenses  of 
the  Senate  is  the  fund  upon  which  the 
committee  known  as  the  “watch  dog 
committee”  will  draw? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  correct. 
The  amount  is  stated  as  $344,000. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
another  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  When  money  is  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  contingent  expenses  of 
the  Senate,  is  it  not  necessary  for  a  reso¬ 
lution  to  be  properly  presented  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration,  rather  than  to  use  this 
method  and  bypass  that  committee? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
thinks  that  what  the  Senator  is  suggest¬ 
ing  has  reference  to  a  case  in  which 
money  is  appropriated  out  of  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund,  but  it  seems  to  the  Chair 
that  this  appropriation  is  for  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund  and  not  out  of  it. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  a  moment. 

I  appreciate  the  fact  stated  by  the 
Vice  President.  In  other  words,  under 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  bill,  reference 
is  made  to  the  “following  sums  appro¬ 
priated  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950.” 

I  understand  that  that  money  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  amendment  will  go  into 
the  contingent  fund ;  but  the  point  I  am 
making,  Mr.  President,  is  this:  Has  the 
Appropriations  Committee  the  power  to 
take  money  from  that  fund  without  first 
going  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration?  That  is _ what  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  done  in  this  case. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
thinks — and  the  Chair  is  not  passing 
upon  any  other  language  in  the  amend¬ 
ment — if  the  Senate  authorizes  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  an  amount,  under  the  rules 
and  regulations  pertaining  to  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  money  out  of  the  contingent 
fund,  on  vouchers  signed  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  joint  committee  or  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  committee,  the  money 
would  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  fuCAS.  I  shall  not  argue  the 
point  any  longer ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  are  bypassing  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration  when  we  appropriate 
$344,000  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of 
the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
salaries,  expenses,  and  so  forth. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  When  a  reso¬ 
lution  is  offered  on  its  own  merits  pro¬ 
viding  for  an  appropriation  out  of  the 
contingent  fund,  that  resolution  would 
have  to  go  to  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration.  But  this  is  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  the  Chair  does  not 
feel  would  necessarily  go  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  pro¬ 
vided  the  language  itself  is  within  the 
law.  The  Chair  does  not  pass  on  that 
question. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  will  not 
press  that  point  of  order,  but  I  most  re¬ 
spectfully  call  the  Vice  President’s  at¬ 
tention  to  line  4  on  page  2  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  says: 

Without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act 
of  1949,  approved  June  9,  1949. 

I  submit  that  this  is  a  change  in  exist¬ 
ing  law,  and  a  point  of  order  should  be 
sustained  to  that  particular  phase  of  the 
amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  make  that  point  of  order? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  make  a  point  of  order 
against  that  language  in  this  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  care  to  be  heard 
at  any  length.  All  I  want  to  say  is  that 
the  language,  in  my  opinion,  is  plainly 
a  change  in  existing  law,  because  when¬ 
ever  we  expressly  state  that  we  are  going 
to  do  certain  things  without  regard  to 
another  law,  we  are  repealing  another 
law.  Consequently,  I  raise  a  point  of 
order  against  it. 

Mr.  McCARRAN  rose. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  wish  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 


Mr.  McCARRAN.  Is  the  point  of  order 
debatable? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is.  It  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Chair  as  to 
how  long  it  will  be  debatable.  It  is  only 
debatable  for  the  guidance  and  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  have  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  of  last  year,  and  this  lan¬ 
guage  is  in  the  exact  wording  of  that  bill. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  may  be  true,  but 
possibly  no  point  of  order  was  raised 
against  it  last  year. 

I  still  make  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
addition  to  what  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  has  said  about  this  language  being 
in  the  bill  last  year,  the  joint  committee 
has  been  working  under  this  language. 
While  it  may  be  true  that  it  is  a  modifica¬ 
tion,  to  some  extent,  of  the  existing  law, 
it  is  a  modification  under  which  the  joint 
committee  has  carried  on,  and  it  seems 
to  me  it  is  one  which  could  well  be  main¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  and  should  be  main¬ 
tained  in  it,  if  the  joint  committee  itself 
is  to  be  continued  by  an  appropriation. 
If  it  is  the  assumption  of  the  Chair, 
however,  that  the  point  of  order  is  well 
taken,  I  shall  offer  an  amendment  to 
strike  the  language  and  the  following 
language  so  that  the  amendment  may  be 
relieved  of  the  objection. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  before  me  the  record  of  what  has 
been  done  before  this  year.  A  bill  mak¬ 
ing  appropriation  for  the  salaries  and 
expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
Economic  Report,  $72,600,  and  two  other 
bills  of  like  kind,  have  already  been 
passed  this  year,  and  no  point  of  order 
seems  to  have  been  made,  or,  if  one  was 
made,  it  was  overruled.  I  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Chair  to  the  fact  that  the 
provision  is  exactly  in  line  with  bills 
passed  by  the  Senate  regarding  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  it  is  important  whether  or  not 
this  language  remains  in  the  bill,  and  I 
should  be  happy  to  see  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nevada  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  strike  it  out,  but  precedents 
which  might  be  set  are  important. 

I  submit  to  the  Chair  that  there  is  leg¬ 
islation  all  through  the  pending  bill,  and 
when  it  comes  to  us  from  the  House  with 
a  great  deal  of  legislation  in  it,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  then  has  the  right,  under 
the  rules,  to  offer  legislative  matters  by 
way  of  amendment,  because  legislation 
has  come  to  us  from  the  House.  There  is 
a  provision  at  the  top  of  page  3  which 
came  to  us  in  the  House  language  which 
is  very  clearly  legislation.  It  is  language 
providing  for  “exchange  of  funds  without 
regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised 
Statutes:  and  loss  by  exchange.”  That 
evades  the  statute,  exactly  as  does  the 
language  now  under  discussion.  The 
same  kind  of  provision  appears  at  the 
top  of  page  4,  a  provision  for  “exchange 
funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of 
the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  ex¬ 
change.” 

I  have  not  examined  the  bill  carefully, 
but  I  see  legislative  provisions  through¬ 


out  that  are  not  included  in  the  original 
authorization.  I  submit  that  the  prece¬ 
dents  of  the  Senate  are  very  clear  to  the 
effect  that  when  legislation  comes  to  us 
from  the  House  in  an  appropriation  bill, 
then  the  Senate  has  the  right  to  append 
legislative  matters  thereto. 

As  to  whether  or  not  this  language 
stays  in  the  bill  I  do  not  care,  and  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  it  out;  but  I  do 
insist  on  the  right  of  the  Senate  to  offer 
legislative  matters  to  measures  which 
come  to  us  from  the  House  under  the 
guise  of  appropriation  bills,  which  like¬ 
wise  contain  legislative  provisions. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
is  ready  to  rule.  It  is  true  that  appro¬ 
priation  bills  come  to  the  Senate  from  the 
House  containing  legislative  provisions, 
and  that  is  characteristic  of  the  pending 
bill  in  several  particulars.  But  any  leg¬ 
islative  matter  offered  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  must  be  germane  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  matters  contained  in  the  bill  as  it 
comes  from  the  House.  If  the  House  vio¬ 
lates  the  rules  and  no  one  makes  a  point 
of  order  against  it,  and  appropriation 
bills  come  to  the  Senate  including  legis¬ 
lative  matters,  it  does  not  give  the  Sen¬ 
ate  carte  blanche  to  include  wholly  ir¬ 
relevant  legislative  matters  in  the  bill. 
They  must  be  germane  to  the  legislative 
provisions  of  the  bill  which  came  fiom 
the  House. 

The  language  under  discussion  is 
plainly  a  violation  of  the  rule.  Under 
the  Legislative  Travel  Expenses  Act  of 
1949,  and  other  previous  expense  acts, 
there  is  a  limitation  imposed  upon  those 
who  travel  at  Government  expense,  by 
reason  of  a  per  diem  allowance  for  travel. 
The  provision  the  Senate  is  discussing 
seeks  to  waive  that  and  allow  the  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Economic  Cooperation  to  travel  at 
Government  expense  without  limitation, 
except  that  the  vouchers  shall  be  signed 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
Plainly  that  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  not  approved  by  the  rules. 

The  fact  that  such  occurrences  have 
happened  heretofore  and  no  one  made  a 
point  of  order  against  them  is  not  valid 
as  an  argument  against  the  point  of 
order  at  this  time,  or  at  some  future  time 
when  the  same  question  might  arise,  be¬ 
cause  the  mere  failure  to  make  a  point 
of  order  to  a  provision  which  would  be 
subject  to  a  point  of  order  does  not  and 
cannot  change  the  rules  of  the  Senate, 
and  cannot  be  used  as  a  precedent  by 
which  the  Chair  would  be  governed. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  point  of 
order  is  sustained. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  language  as  fol¬ 
lows — 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Let  the 
Chair  suggest  to  the  Senator  that  the 
whole  amendment  has  gone  out  on  a 
point  of  order.  Instead  of  trying  to 
strike  out  language  from  the  amendment 
that  has  gone  out,  a  better  procedure 
would  be  to  offer  an  amendment  without 
the  language  in  it. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Then  I  offer  an 
amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  while 
I  do  not  regard  the  matter  as  of  sufficient 
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importance  to  justify  my  appealing  from 
the  decision  of  the  Chair,  I  think  the 
Chair’s  ruling  is  most  unfair  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  as  a  coequal  branch  of  the  legislative 
body.  To  hold  that  the  House  can  write 
legislation  into  this  bill  without  let  or 
hindrance,  and  that  the  Senate  can 
amend  it  only  in  matters  which  are  ger¬ 
mane  to  direct  language  written  in  the 
bill,  seems  to  me  to  be  most  unfair  to 
the  Senate.  I  shall  not  appeal,  but  I 
should  respectfully  like  to  submit  for  the 
record  the  fact  that  I  think  the  Chair’s 
ruling  is  in  error,  and  that  it  circum¬ 
scribes  the  right  of  the  Senate,  as  a  co¬ 
equal  legislative  branch.  The  House  has 
clearly  legislated  throughout  the  bill,  and 
to  hold  that  the  Senate  cannot  offer  any 
limitation  that  is  legislative  in  char¬ 
acter  unless  it  is  germane  to  a  provision 
of  the  House  bill  seems  to  me  to  be 
unfair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
has  great  respect  for  the  parliamentary 
ability  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  and 
the  Chair  would  like  to  say  that  if  the 
House,  by  putting  one  or  two  legislative 
provisions  in  an  appropriation  bill,  could 
open  up  the  way  in  the  Senate  for  all 
sorts  of  legislative  propositions,  the 
House  could  make  it  possible  to  change 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  without  the 
Senate’s  consent.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  House  in¬ 
volving  this  amendment.  Surely  the 
contention  cannot  be  made  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  legislative  provision  in 
regard  to  this  subject,  because  there  are 
other  legislative  provisions  in  the  House 
bill,  therefore  this  amendment  is  in 
order. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  make  a  further  point  of  .order,  if 
the  Chair  will  hear  me. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  hear  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Chair  is  right 
in  his  ruling,  under  the  provisions  of 
rule  XVI  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Chair  to 
recommit  the  bill  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
new  provision  which  has  been  placed  in 
the  bill  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  itself.  The  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  gave  the  committee  nothing 
on  which  to  base  it.  When  the  deter¬ 
mination  was  made  in  the  House,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  decided 
that  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign 
Economic  Cooperation  should  not  have 
any  money  whatsoever.  The  provisions 
to  which  the  Senator  from  Georgia  re¬ 
ferred  appearing  on  pages  3  and  4,  and 
perhaps  other  pages  of  the  bill,  might 
have  something  to  do  with  the  point  he  is 
making.  But  I  submit  that  there  is 
nothing  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
done  in  the  way  of  writing  in  legislation 
in  this  instance  which  could  preclude  a 
point  of  order,  because  this  is  new  matter 
which  has  been  inserted  in  the  bill  by  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  itself. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  care  to  add  to  my  other  observa¬ 
tions.  Of  course,  the  views  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  would  likewise  raise 
a  direct  restriction  upon  the  power  of 
the  Senate  as  a  coequal  body,  and  I  am 
not  debating  it  further,  but  I  call  to  the 


attention  of  the  Chair  the  fact  that  under 
the  second  paragraph  of  rule  XVI,  if  this 
matter  is  legislation  and  is  subject  to  a 
point  of  order,  and  the  point  is  sustained, 
it  is  provided  that  the  bill  shall  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
talking  about  the  question  of  germane¬ 
ness.  I  made  the  point  of  order  on  an 
entirely  different  basis. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  cannot  change  the  rules  to  suit 
himself. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  not  attempting  to 
change  the  rules.  The  Chair  sustained 
the  point  of  order  on  the  theory  that 
the  provision  changed  existing  law. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct,  and 
under  rule  XVI  the  bill  has  to  be  recom¬ 
mitted. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Let  the 
Chair  pass  on  the  new  point  of  order. 
The  rule  provides  that  if  a  point  of  or¬ 
der  is  made  against  a  bill  and  is  sus¬ 
tained,  the  bill  shall  be  recommitted  to 
the  committee. 

While  Senator  Pittman  was  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  a  point  of 
order  was  made  against  a  committee 
amendment  to  an  appropriation  bill. 
He  held  that  the  making  of  a  point  of 
order  against  a  committee  amendment 
did  not  require  the  recommittal  of  the 
bill,  but  that  recommittal  was  required 
only  in  case  the  point  of  order  was 
made  against  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Merely  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  read 
the  provision  of  rule  XVI: 

Tlie  Committee  on  Appropriations  shall 
not  report  an  appropriation  bill  containing 
amendments  proposing  new  or  general  leg¬ 
islation  or  any  restriction  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  funds  appropriated  which  pro¬ 
poses  a  limitation  not  authorized  by  law — 

And  that  is  the  point  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois — 
if  such  restriction  is  to  take  effect  or  cease 
to  be  effective  upon  the  happening  of  a  con¬ 
tingency,  and  if  an  appropriation  bill  is  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  containing  amend¬ 
ments  proposing  new  or  general  legislation — 

And  the  Chair  has  ruled  that  this  is 
legislation,  because  it  repeals  another 
statute — 

or  any  such  restriction,  a  point  of  order  may 
be  made  against  the  bill,  and  if  the  point  is 
sustained,  the  bill  shall  be  recommitted  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
refers  to  a  previous  decision  of  a  former 
President  pro  tempore  on  that  subject, 
and  observes  that  if  every  time  the  com¬ 
mittee  reported  an  appropriation  bill 
with  an  amendment  to  which  a  point  of 
order  would  be  sustained,  there  would  be 
no  object  in  filing  a  notice  in  advance 
that  a  motion  would  be  made  to  suspend 
the  rule,  which  requires  a  two-thirds 
vote.  The  two  are  inconsistent. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  purpose  of  that 
rule  is  to  avoid  having  a  bill  recommitted 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
That  is  the  very  purpose  of  the  rule. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
understands  the  automatic  recommittal 
of  the  bill,  because  the  Chair  sustains  a 
point  of  order  against  a  committee 
amendment  would  be  entirely  inconsist¬ 


ent  with  the  provision.  When  an  amend¬ 
ment  is  declared  out  of  order  because  it 
contains  legislation,  or  for  any  other  rea¬ 
son,  the  motion  is  frequently  made,  and 
the  Chair  understands  that  similar  mo¬ 
tions  are  in  preparation  and  have  been 
filed  in  connection  with  this  bill  already, 
to  suspend  the  rule;  that  is,  in  the  event 
the  Chair  declares  certain  amendments 
are  out  of  order. 

The  Chair  appreciates  the  observation 
of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  but  feels 
that  his  ruling  is  correct. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  merely  wish  to  ob¬ 
serve,  Mr.  President,  that  I  find  nothing 
whatever  in  rule  XVI  dealing  with  this 
matter  that  sustains  the  position  that  a 
point  of  order  can  be  made  against  an 
amendment  as  such  without  it  lying 
against  the  whole  bill. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  one  more  observation  respecting 
the  bill.  If  the  position  of  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  is  correct,  it  simply 
means  that  a  majority  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  who  are  against  a  cer¬ 
tain  bill  can  report  it  with  two  or  three 
legislative  amendments.  A  Senator  can 
then  raise  the  point  of  order  under  rule 
XVI,  and,  if  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  is  correct,  the  Chair  would 
be  compelled  to  refer  that  bill  immedi¬ 
ately  back  to  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  We  would  never  get  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  through  the  Senate  if  that 
were  the  practice.  If  the  majority  of  the 
committee  were  against  a  certain  meas¬ 
ure,  all  they  would  need  to  do  would  be 
to  tie  a  legislative  provision  to  it,  report 
the  bill,  and,  when  it  came  up  for  con¬ 
sideration,  make  a  point  of  order,  and 
back  to  the  committee  the  bill  would  go. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
might  also  state  that  if  this  bill  or  any 
similar  bill  must  be  recommitted  because 
the  first  committee  amendment  is  de¬ 
clared  out  of  order,  if  it  were  recom¬ 
mitted,  and  the  committee  brought  the 
bill  back  without  that  amendment,  but 
with  a  number  of  other  amendments 
which  were  out  of  order,  each  time  the 
Chair  held  one  of  them  to  be  out  of  order 
the  bill  would  have  to  go  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  It  would  reduce  itself  to - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  World  without  end. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  To  an  ab¬ 
surdity. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
suggest  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  that  in  such  a  case  the  committee 
would  not  bring  the  bill  back  with  new 
legislation  in  it.  New  legislation,  in  the 
form  of  an  amendment,  is  written  into 
the  bill  before  us.  Let  us  assume  the 
bill  were  recommitted.  The  committee 
would  know  that  the  point  of  order  had 
been  made  against  the  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  contained  new  legislation.  The 
committee  would  not  again  report  the 
bill  with  new  legislation  in  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  see  the 
watch-dog  committee  continued,  and  the 
amount  contained  in  the  amendment 
provided  for  it.  There  might  be  some 
objection  to  traveling  expenses.  But  I 
certainly  want  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  and  I  do  so  with  all  respect  for 
the  decision  made  by  the  Vice  President, 
that,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  point  of 
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order  has  been  raised  against  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill,  the  bill,  if  I  read  the 
rule  correctly,  should  be  recommitted  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee  for  re¬ 
consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
knows,  and  every  Senator  knows,  that 
time  out  of  mind  in  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  have  been  declared  out 
of  order  because  they  contained  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  immediately  a  motion  has  been 
made  to  suspend  the  rule.  If  that  rule 
were  enforceable  all  the  way,  the  bill 
would  have  to  go  back  to  the  committee 
regardless  of  what  else  was  in  the  bill; 
and  it  would  have  to  go  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  each  time  a  point  of  order  was 
made  and  sustained  against  an  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  usual  practice  has  been  that,  in¬ 
stead  of  embodying  committee  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  appropriation  bill,  they  are 
offered  from  the  floor  as  committee 
amendments  which,  of  course,  would 
avoid — and  it  is  done  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding — the  possibility  that  a  point 
might  be  made  which  automatically 
would  result  in  the  bill  being  recom¬ 
mitted.  That  has  frequently  been  done. 
That  is  not  a  matter  upon  which  the 
Chair  has  to  pass,  but  it  has  become  quite 
a  practice  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McEIELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  at  all  interested  in  the  wording  of  the 
amendment.  The  only  thing  in  which  I 
am  interested  is  in  getting  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  passed.  I  am  willing  to  have 
the  Senate  vote  on  the  amendment  as 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran],  which  he  has  the  au¬ 
thority  from  the  committee  to  do.  I  hope 
we  can  pass  upon  this  matter  immedi¬ 
ately.  I  want  to  say,  however,  that  I 
agree  100  percent  with  the  position  taken 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  when  he  says  that 
under  the  language  of  the  rule  the  bill 
should  be  recommitted.  It  would  be  a 
formal  matter.  In  my  judgment,  the 
rule  requires  it  beyond  the  shadow  of  a 
doubt. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Of  course, 
the  Senator  knows  that  any  language  in 
an' amendment  which  is  out  of  order 
vitiates  the  whole  amendment.  That 
raises  the  question  whether  the  amend¬ 
ment,  without  the  objectionable  lan¬ 
guage,  if  it  were  offered  at  the  moment, 
would  become  a  committee  amendment, 
so  as  to  take  priority  among  other  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  and  over  outside 
amendments.  Is  it  the  rule  that  where 
a  committee  amendment  goes  out  on  a 
point  of  order,  and  language  which  then 
corrects  the  deficiency  is  immediately 
offered  it  shall  be  regarded  as  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  as  though  it  had  not 
been  in  the  bill  originally?  The  reason 
for  that  inquiry  is  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar]  asked  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  and  it  was  granted,  that 
committee  amendments  be  considered 
first.  Now,  is  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  here  a  committee  amendment  in 
that  sense,  or  is  it  an  amendment  offered 
from  the  floor,  taking  its  place  along 
with  others? 


Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is  a  committee 
amendment  in  that  sense,  taking  its 
place  with  the  committee  amendments. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  amendment  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  McCarran]  on  behalf  of  the 
committee  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  1,  line  10, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following : 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Co¬ 
operation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public 
Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  $344,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  for  the  purpose 
provided  herein. 

Mr.  LUCAS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Is  it  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  opinion  that  this  appropriation  is 
chargeable  to  the  contingent  fund  of  the 
Senate  simply  because  of  the  title  of  this 
chapter? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  asked  that  question  a 
moment  ago,  and  it  is  my  understanding 
now  from  the  colloquy  we  have  had,  that 
the  money  is  appropriated  from  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  goes 
into  the  contingent  fund.  The  point  I 
made  a  moment  ago  was  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  appropriates  money  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  into  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Admin¬ 
istration  thereby  obtains  jurisdiction  of 
the  fund  and  only  upon  a  proper  reso¬ 
lution  from  that  committee,  approved  by 
the  Senate,  can  the  money  be  spent.  If 
this  amendment  is  adopted,  it  simply 
means  that  vouchers  will  be  drawn  upon 
the  contingent  fund,  and  the  disbursing 
officer  will  pay  the  vouchers.  That  is  the 
point  I  made,  but  I  was  overruled  on  that 
point  by  the  distinguished  Vice  President. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  attempted  to  make 
my  position  clear.  I  am  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 
The  Senator  from  Illinois  worked  for  a 
long  time  on  the  old  Committee  to  Audit 
and  Control  the  Contingent  Expenses  of 
the  Senate.  When  I  raised  the  question 
with  the  committee  my  understanding 
was  that  this  was  an  authorization  of 
$344,000.  It  has  come  before  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  has  now 
been  authorized,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  money  is  to  be  paid  into  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund  under  the  regular  proced¬ 
ure.  It  will  then  be  paid' out  of  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund  on  vouchers  representing 
the  amount  of  expense  incurred.  So  it 
does  not  bypass  the  committee.  If  we 
approve  this  provision,  it  authorizes  the 
money  to  be  paid  into  the  fund  and  out 
of  the  fund  in  accordance  with  the  regu¬ 
lar  procedure. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the  act 
of  1948  establishing  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Administration,  this  committee 
is  established,  and  it  is  provided  by  law 
that  the  vouchers  shall  be  signed  by  the 
chairman  and  paid  out  by  the  Disbursing 


Officer  of  the  Senate  from  the  contingent 
fund.  There  is  an  arrangement  by  which 
the  House  reimburses  the  Senate  for  its 
part  of  the  expense,  it  being  a  joint  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  to  strike 
out  the  figure  “$344,000”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “$100,000.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  1,  line  3, 
of  the  amendment  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  the  figures  “$344,000”  and  insert  the 
figures  “$100,000.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  wish  to  be  heard  on 
this  amendment? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from 
Nevada  wishes  to  speak. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Nevada  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
joint  congressional  committee  was  set 
up  by  the  following  language  in  Public 
Law  472  of  the  Eightieth  Congress: 

JOINT  CONGRESSIONAL  COMMITTEE 

Sec.  124.  (a)  There  Is  hereby  established  a 
joint  congressional  committee  to  be  known 
as  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as-  the 
committee),  to  be  composed  of  10  members 
as  follows: 

(1)  Three  members  who  are  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate,  two  from  the  majority  and  one  from 
the  minority  party,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee;  two  members 
who  are  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  one  from  the 
majority  and  one  from  the  minority  party, 
to  be  appointed  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee;  and 

(2)  Three  members  who  are  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  gf  the 
House,  two  from  the  majority  and  one  from 
the  minority  party,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
chairman  of  the  comifiittee;  and  two  mem¬ 
bers  who  are  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House,  one  from  the 
majority  and  one  from  the  minority  party, 
to  be  appointed  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

A  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  original  selection.  The  committee  shall 
elect  a  chairman  from  among  its  members. 

(b)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  make  a  continuous  study  of  the 
programs  of  United  States  economic  assist¬ 
ance  to  foreign  countries,  and  to  review  the 
progress  achieved  in  the  execution  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  such  programs.  Upon  re¬ 
quest,  the  committee  shall  aid  the  several 
standing  committees  of  the  Congress  having 
legislative  jurisdiction  over  any  part  of  the 
programs  of  United  States  economic  assist¬ 
ance  to  foreign  countries;  and  it  shall  make 
a  report  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives,  from  time  to  time,  concern¬ 
ing  the  results  of  its  studies,  together  with 
such  recommendations  as  it  may  deem  de¬ 
sirable.  The  Administrator,  at  the  request 
of  the  committee,  shall  consult  with  the 
committee  from  time  to  time  with  respect 
to  his  activities  under  this  act. 

In  addition,  and  under  another  pro¬ 
gram,  it  was  set  out,  in  Public  Law  793 
of  the  Eightieth  Congress: 

And  provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  es- 
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tablished  pursuant  to  provisions  of  section 
124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers,  and 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs  car¬ 
ried  out  by  appropriations  for  Government 
and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  as  it  has  with 
respect  to  programs  under  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948. 

So  two  widely  scattered  duties  were  im¬ 
posed  on  this  committee.  Let  us  see  what 
the  committee  does,  in  comparison  with 
other  like  committees. 

The  appropriation  for  the  past  fiscal 
year  for  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign 
Economic  Cooperation  was  $262,000,  of 
which  approximately  $80,000  was  turned 
back  to  the  treasury  unobligated.  The 
first  year’s  budget  did  not  include  funds 
for  a  study  of  the  GARIOA  program 
which  the  committee  is  authorized  by  law 
to  undertake.  The  appropriation  for  the 
present  year  included  an  estimate  for 
such  additional  work,  which  is  the  in¬ 
crease  asked  for  over  last  year’s  appro¬ 
priation.  Let  me  say  at  that  point  that 
the  $344,000  item  is  a  budgeted  item.  It 
came  here  by  way  of  a  budget  estimate 
from  the  White  House.  The  committee 
did  not  expend  its  funds  for  the  first  year, 
and  it  may  not  expend  the  entire  sum  for 
the  second  year,  but  if  it  is  called  upon  to 
do  so,  the  amount  requested  is  the  best 
estimate  of  what  may  be  needed. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  staff  must  study  and  observe  the 
execution  and  administration  of  our  pro¬ 
grams  involving  an  expenditure  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $6,000,000,000.  The  admin¬ 
istration  costs  to  the  ECA  and  to  the 
Army  in  spending  this  money  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $56,500,000. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Is  not  the  amount 
carried  in  the  bill,  $344,000,  the  precise 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  which 
was  sent  to  the  Congress? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  budget  esti¬ 
mate  for  $344,000  came  from  the  White 
House  with  a  letter  of  transmittal. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  As  I  have  stated, 
the  administration  costs  to  the  ECA  and 
tn  the  Army  is  spending  this  money  are 
estimated  at  $56,500,000.  Yet  the  com¬ 
mittee  hopes  to  provide  reliable  informa¬ 
tion  is  to  all  of  these  programs  for  six- 
tenths  of  1  percent  of  what  is  expended 
to  administer  them.  Maybe  this  figure 
should  be  compared  with  what  the  Army 
expects  to  expend  for  similar  observation 
by  our  defeated  enemies  in  this  country. 
In  the  GARIOA  funds,  the  Army  expects 
to  spend  $1,300,000  to  bring  foreign  stu¬ 
dents,  foreign  national  leaders,  teachers, 
trainees,  and  apprentices  to  the  United 
States  to  observe  and  study  what  we  are 
doing.  In  fact,  the  Army  expects  to 
spend  $344, 0C0,  the  exact  budget  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  National 
Leaders’  Travel  and  Maintenance  in  the 
United  States.  In  other  words,  the 
Army  proposes  to  bring  over  these  teach¬ 
ers  and  students  to  make  a  study  of  our 
affairs  in  the  United  States,  and  to  ex¬ 
pend  in  that  particular  effort  exactly 
what  the  committee  asks,  so  as  to  be 
able  to  advise  the  Congress  as  to  how  we 
shall  spend  $4,500,000,000,  where  it  is  go¬ 


ing,  and  so  forth,  and  be  able  to  answer 
questions  of  Senators. 

But  that  is  not  all;  the  ECA  also  has  a 
similar  program  with  respect  to  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries.  In  that  program, 
which  the  ECA  calls  its  technical  assist¬ 
ance  field,  the  budget  calls  for  visits  of 
European  technicians  to  the  United 
States  for  market  research  studies, 
$100,000;  for  agricultural  studies,  they 
expect  to  spend  $1,600,000  for  visits  of 
European  experts  and  workers  to  the 
United  States:  To  study  manpower  utili¬ 
zation  and  conditions  of  employment, 
the  ECA  expects  to  spend  for  the  visits 
of  workers  and  labor  leaders  to  the 
United  States,  $500,000;  as  well  as  $600,- 
000  for  visits  of  United  States  labor 
representatives  to  Europe.  The  ECA  ex¬ 
pects  to  spend,  for  officials  of  foreign 
governments  to  visit  the  United  States 
and  study  our  public  administration  and 
financial  practices,  $500,000. 

Mr.  President,  how  do  those  figures 
compare  with  the  funds  the  United 
States  Congress,  this  body,  expects  to 
spend  for  one  of  its  committees  whose 
duty  it  is  to  study  and  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  progress  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  very  programs  for  which  the 
agencies  propose  to  spend  millions  of 
dollars? 

This  committee  was  set  up  in  the 
Eightieth  Congress  by  the  basic  law  which 
provided  for  this  European  program.  It 
is  provided  for  in  the  basic  law.  When 
the  basic  law  was  passed  by  Congress  a 
few  months  ago,  it  had  been  the  subject 
of  long  study  by  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  No  member  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  no  Member  of  the 
Senate,  indeed,  no  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  attempted  to  strike 
from  the  bill  the  provisions  creating  this 
committee.  If  Senators  wished  to  de¬ 
stroy  the  committee,  to  put  it  out  of  busi¬ 
ness,  it  seems  to  me  that  was  the  time  to 
do  so;  but  Senators  should  not  now  leave 
the  committee  with  a  mere  pittance,  if 
you  please,  to  use  in  making  the  study, 
if  it  is  to  be  made  at  all.  It  would  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  put  the  committee  entirely  out  of 
existence,  rather  tnan  to  give  it  a  mere 
pittance  and  instruct  it  to  do  something 
which  cannot  be  done  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

This  subject  was  studied  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  and  the  budget  recom¬ 
mended  the  $344,000.  That  is  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  whether  one  of  the  purposes  for 
which  the  ECA  proposes  to  bring  stu¬ 
dents  and  other  persons  to  the  United 
States  is  to  have  them  study  how  to 
balance  a  nation’s  budget. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  take  it  that  that 
is  one  of  the  objects  and  purposes — to 
study  how  to  balance  our  budget. 

Mr.  KEM.  Is  not  that  stated  in  the 
justification? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  think  it  is. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  one 
more  question,  namely,  whether  Mr. 
Hoffman  in  appearing  before  the  com¬ 


mittee  testified  that  in  his  opinion  it 
would  be  wise  for  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  enter  upon  deficit 
financing,  rather  than  to  cut  the  appro¬ 
priations  he  requested  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  My  recollection  is 
that  he  spoke  in  favor  of  having  deficit 
financing,  rather  than  to  do  away  with 
the  ECA.  I  do  not  have  his  exact  lan¬ 
guage  before  me,  and  I  do  not  care  to 
quote  him;  but  that  was  the  substance 
of  his  statement.  But  that  does  not 
answer  the  question  as  to  whether  this 
committee  should  continue. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  again  that  if  Sen¬ 
ators  wish  to  do  away  with  this  so-called 
watchdog  committee,  then  let  them  do 
away  with  it,  for  that  will  be  the  best 
and  cleanest  way  of  carrying  out  such 
an  intention;  let  them  strike  the  com¬ 
mittee  off  the  statute  books  entirely. 

But  if  Senators  wish  to  get  advice  from 
the  committe,  if  Senators  wish  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  do  its  work,  then  they  should 
give  the  committee  ample  funds  with 
which  to  do  its  work. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Did  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  able  Senator  from  Nevada 
to  say  that  the  ECA  legislation  contains 
a  provision  for  bringing  people  from 
foreign  countries  to  the  United  States,  to 
have  them  learn  here  how  to  balance  a 
nation’s  budget? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  would  be  one 
of  the  things  into  which  they  would  look, 
quite  naturally. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  recall  that  Mr.  Hoffman, 
the  Administrator  of  ECA,  testified  that 
all  these  foreign  countries,  save  one  or 
two,  already  have  achieved  the  distinc¬ 
tion  of  balancing  their  budgets? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  do  not  recall  that 
testimony. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  He  testified  in  the 
record  that  all  of  them  except  Greece 
and  one  other,  I  believe,  had  already  bal¬ 
anced  their  budgets.  In  other  words,  it 
was  his  testimony  that  England.'T’rance, 
and  the  other  countries,  so  he  said,  have 
balanced  their  budgets. 

Under  the  circumstances,  the  United 
States  will  be  the  only  one  of  importance 
that  will  not  have  balanced  its  budget. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  may  be  so; 
I  do  not  recall  that  statement  in  the 
testimony. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that  this 
committee  was  set  up  under  the  Republi¬ 
can  Eightieth  Congress.  For  the  life  of 
me,  I  cannot  see  why  a  Democratic 
Eighty-first  Congress  would  be  afraid  to 
continue  with  a  watchdog  organization 
to  watch  how  these  moneys  are  ex¬ 
pended.  That  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  committee. 

When  the  committee  first  was  set  up, 
the  then  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  was 
named  chairman  of  the  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee.  In  my  judgment,  he  did  a  splen¬ 
did  job  during  the  time  he  was  chairman. 
It  was  only  a  few  months  later  that  the 
administration  changed,  and  then  the 
committee  was  called  upon  to  elect  a 
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new  chairman.  It  fell  to  me  to  be  named 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  since 
that  time  we  have  gone  forward. 

Our  reports  have  not  always  been  com¬ 
plimentary.  I  did  not  think  we  were  set 
up  for  the  purpose  of  everlastingly  pat¬ 
ting  someone  on  the  back,  and  saying, 
“You  have  done  a  fine  job.”  I  thought 
that  when  we  found  things  that  were  not 
complimentary  as  regards  the  admin¬ 
istration,  we  should  say  so,  and  should 
say  so  to  the  administration,  so  that  the 
administration  might  correct  them,  if 
it  found  that  our  criticism  was  well 
founded. 

I  wish  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
administration  did  correct  its  tactics  and 
its  ways,  after  certain  observations  and 
criticisms  which  the  watchdog  commit¬ 
tee  filed  with  reference  to  such  matters. 
No  criticism  has  gone  out  to  the  public, 
if  you  please;  but  we  have  made  criticism 
from  time  to  time,  so  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  might  correct  their  ways. 

I  take  it  that  there  may  be  a  move¬ 
ment  on  foot  at  this  time  to  put  this 
committee  out  of  existence,  out  of  busi¬ 
ness,  so  far  as  finances  art  concerned, 
so  that  we  shall  not  make  any  further 
criticisms.  I  shall  be  sorry  indeed  when 
that  day  comes,  if  it  does. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  wish  to  call  the 
Senator’s  attention  to  some  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  in  reference  to  the  matter  of  bal¬ 
ancing  budgets.  One  of  the  witnesses  at 
the  hearings  said: 

England  and  Belgium  probably  are  the 
only  two  countries  that  have  balanced 
budgets.  The  other  countries  have  what  they 
call  their  ordinary  budgets  balanced;  but 
they  have  extraordinary  budgets,  involving 
capital  investments,  and  so  on,  that  are  not 
balanced. 

I  scarcely  know  how  to  interpret  the 
last  part  of  that  statement,  when  the 
witness  said  that  other  governments 
have  extraordinary  budgets,  involving 
capital  investments.  Evidently  they 
have  capital  investments  which  are  not 
entirely  balanced.  I  suppose  those  are 
governments  which  have  taken  over  pri¬ 
vate  businesses  and  are  running  them. 
I  make  that  assumption  from  the  wit¬ 
ness’  testimony. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
that  matter,  the  testimony  is  as  read  by 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee;  and  I  have 
no  comment  to  make  about  it.  The  only 
comment  I  have — and  then  I  shall  leave 
the  matter  with  the  Senate — is,  if  this 
committee  is  worthy  of  being  maintained, 
then  it  should  be  properly  staffed.  There 
is  no  member  of  the  committee,  whether 
he  be  a  Senator  or  a  Representative,  who 
can  carry  on  his  work  in  the  committee 
and  in  the  Congress  without  a  proper 
staff  for  the  committee.  The  staff  con¬ 
sists  now  of  21  members.  There  are  six 
members  of  the  staff  in  Europe  at  the 
present  time  making  a  study  of  certain 
phases  of  the  work  in  order  that  we  may 
report  to  the  Congress  from  time  to  time. 
We  can  recall  them,  which  we  shall  do, 
if  the  appropriation  is  not  passed  by  the 
Congress.  We  shall  still  be  a  committee, 
if  you  please,  Mr.  President,  we  shall  still 
be  charged  with  duties,  but  without  the 


money  to  carry  out  the  responsibilities 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  was  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]  with  respect 
to  what  Mr.  Hoffman  may  or  may  not 
have  testified  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  I  do  not  know  what  Mr. 
Hoffman  testified  on  the  subject  of 
deficit  financing.  It  is  the  second  attack 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  has  made  on 
Mr.  Hoffman  this  afternoon. 

I  am  not  too  familiar  with  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man;  I  have  met  him  a  few  times;  but  I 
do  know  something  about  his  back¬ 
ground.  I  know  he  is  presumed  to  be  one 
of  the  rugged  individuals  of  this  country 
who  have  come  from  the  bottom, 
reached  the  top,  and  really  made  good  in 
a  big  way  in  the  industry  with  which  he 
has  been  associated.  He  is  one  of  the 
largest  taxpayers  of  America.  I  should 
rely  a  great  deal  upon  the  judgment  of 
an  individual  who  pays  into  the  United 
States  Treasury  the  taxes  he  pays  to  keep 
the  United  States  going,  on  deficit 
financing,  or  upon  any  other  problem  in 
which  Mr.  Hoffman  might  be  interested 
and  on  which  he  might  desire  to  offer 
testimony. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Virginia? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  heard  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Mr.  Hoffman  on  this  point.  Mr. 
Hoffman  said  he  was  opposed  to  deficit 
financing  and  hoped  we  would  not  have 
to  resort  to  it,  but  that  he  thought  the 
ECA  program  was  an  essential  part  of 
our  peace  program,  and  that  he  would 
rather  see  us  engage  in  deficit  financing 
than  cut  ECA  below  the  point  where  it 
could  do  an  effective  job  for  peace. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  sounds  like  Mr. 
Hoffman,  from  the  few  conversations  I 
have  had  with  him,  I  may  say  to  my  able 
friend  from  Virginia.  But  if  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  is  to  be  one  of  the  issues  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  appropriation,  I  shall 
stand  by  him,  regardless  of  what  the 
Senate  does.  In  this  short  colloquy, 
much  has  been  said  about  balancing  the 
budget,  and  about  bringing  foreigners 
here  to  learn  how  we  are  balancing  our 
budget,  thereby  indirectly  implying  crit¬ 
icism  of  the  financial  condition  of  this 
country  at  the  present  time — an  implied 
rebuke,  so  to  speak.  Yet,  Mr.  President, 
the  same  individuals  who  are  in  a  way 
criticizing  that  very  thing,  are  now  ask¬ 
ing  the  Senate  to  increase  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  last  year  by  $76,720.  The  same 
people  who  are  talking  about  economy 
and  balancing  the  budget  now  want  the 
appropriation  increased  $76,720  above 
what  it  was  last  year.  It  is  a  marvelous 
thing  to  use  the  figure  of  $344,000,  which 
has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  when  it  suits  one’s  purpose. 
But  this  is  the  first  time  anybody  who 


has  been  talking  about  economy  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  has  complimented 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  making  a 
recommendation  upon  anything.  In 
other  words,  every  other  item  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  represents  an  effort  to 
cut  what  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
recommended;  yet  the  Budget  estimate 
of  $344,000  is  used  in  order  to  sustain  the 
position  taken  at  the  present  time.  So  it 
seems  to  me  if  I  were  in  the  position  of 
one  of  the  members  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  who  are  seeking  to  add 
$76,720  to  the  appropriation  of  last  year 
for  the  joint  committee,  I  would  not  use 
the  argument  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  had  approved  $344,000,  when  at 
the  same  time,  the  committee  has  sought 
to  cut  every  other  item  in  connection 
with  ECA  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  a  few  months  ago. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  yield,  I 
must  protest. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Perhaps  I  am  wrong.  If 
I  am,  I  shall  certainly  apologize. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  Senator  is  in 
error  about  that.  Speaking  from  mem¬ 
ory,  there  is  not  one  item  in  a  dozen 
which  has  been  cut.  The  committee  fol¬ 
lowed  the  recommendation  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  in  nearly  every  case. 
I  express  my  deepest  regret  that  the  bill, 
coming  from  our  committee  after  most 
careful  consideration,  should  be  criti¬ 
cized  by  our  leader  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
criticizing. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Oh,  yes;  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  criticized  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  members  of  it.  I  am 
very  sorry.  I  express  my  deepest  regret 
that  such  criticism  should  come  from  my 
good  friend,  who  I  never  dreamed  would 
take  any  other  part  except  to  support 
the  report  of  the  committee,  honestly 
made  after  the  most  careful  examination, 
after  a  most  thorough  discussion,  after 
weeks  of  study,  and  after  probably  the 
most  vigorous  opposition  ever  to  be  of¬ 
fered  in  the  committee  in  the  nearly  30 
years,  I  believe,  I  have  been  a  member 
of  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  may  be  wrong,  Mr. 
President.  If  I  have  criticized  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  in  any  way,  I 
apologize,  and  certainly  I  apologize  to 
my  good  friend  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  never  want  to  criticize 
the  Senator,  or  condemn  him  in  any  way. 
He  is  one  of  our  great  legislators.  I 
know  of  no  Member  of  the  Senate  who 
takes  greater  interest  in  his  work  or  is 
more  diligent  than  is  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  with  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  on  this.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  the  Appropriations  Committee 
made  a  10-percent  cut  in  ECA  funds 
recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  Am  I  wrong  about  that? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  Senator  is 
partly  right,  partly  wrong. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  At  any  rate,  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  follow  the  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but 
made  a  cut.  I  am  with  the  committee  in 
that  action.  I  am  going  to  support  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  am  most  happy  to 
hear  that. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thought  the  Senator 
would  be  with  me,  the  moment  I  told 
him  that. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  do  not  see  why  the 
controversy  which  has  developed  about 
Mr.  Hoffman  need  be  injected  into  this 
particular  debate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  did  not  at  all  inject  it 
into  the  debate.  It  was  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]  who  injected 
it  into  the  debate.  I  merely  attempted 
to  reply.  I  know  the  Senator  wanted  me 
to  defend  Mr.  Hoffman.  Had  the  Sena¬ 
tor  been  in  the  Chamber  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  discussion,  he  would  have 
done  so,  if  I  had  not. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  think  very  highly  of 
Mr.  Hoffman  and,  generally  speaking,  of 
the  work  he  has  done..  But  I  merely 
want  to  say  a  word  to  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  on  the  subject  of  the 
performance  thus  far  of  this  particular 
“watchdog  committee.’’  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  made  some  remarks 
about  Members  of  this  body,  who  believe 
in  economy,  having  in  this  instance  fa¬ 
vored  an  increase  in  the  appropriation. 
I  want  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  that  I  have,  with  two  or  three  ex- 
ceptionis,  favoredi  every  decrease  in  ap¬ 
propriations  which  has  been  proposed. 
In  fact,  as  the  Senator  knows,  I  proposed 
most  of  them,  or  a  large  number  of  them, 
both  in  committee  and  on  the  floor. 
There  are  perhaps  two  or  three  excep¬ 
tions.  One  was  when  I  supported  the 
increase  in  the  number  of  agents  in  the 
Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue,  because  I 
believed,  in  that  field,  it  was  money  well 
invested.  I  supported  the  appropriation 
for  the  new  Senate  Office  Building,  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  opposed,  because  I  thought  it  would 
give  us  equipment  necessary  in  order  to 
do  a  good  job  here,  and  because  I  be¬ 
lieved  the  additional  space  was  needed. 

With  regard  to  this  particular  item  of 
appropriation  for  a  committee,  we  are 
spending  billions  upon  billions  of  dollars 
for  the  ECA,  and  I  think  the  Congress 
would  be  derelict  in  its  duty  if  it  did  not 
appropriate  sufficient  money  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  duly  authorized  by  law  to  keep 
a  watchful  eye  over  ECA  appropriations. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carp.an]  as  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  done  an  excellent  job,  the  members 
of  the  committee  are  conscientious,  and, 
generally  speaking,  the  Joint  Committee 
have  a  very  competent  staff.  I  think 
it  is  entirely  appropriate  to  ask  for  a 
few  thousand  dollars  to  enable  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  watch  billions  of  dollars  be¬ 
ing  spent  under  an  authorization  of 
the  Congress.  I  think  it  can  readily  be 
justified. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  is  always  very  persuasive  in 


his  arguments.  Of  course  we  can  justify 
a  watchdog  committee  with  regard  to 
practically  every  phase  of  Government, 
if  we  start  such  a  committee.  The  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force  spend  four  times  as 
much  all  over  the  world  at  the  present 
itme,  and  we  do  not  have  any  watchdog 
committees  for  those  expenditures.  May¬ 
be  we  should  have  one. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  This  is  a  little  dif¬ 
ferent  from  money  being  spent  by  our 
own  armed  services.  This  is  money 
which  has  been  appropriated  and  which 
goes  into  a  cooperative  program  with 
many  countries  in  Europe,  and  for  that 
reason  there  is  a  different  relationship 
between  money  spent  by  a  foreign  gov¬ 
ernment,  which  this  country  is  furnish¬ 
ing,  and  money  spent  by  one  of  our  own 
domestic  departments. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  may  be  true.  But 
let  me  answer  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  by  showing  how  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  attempting  to  branch  out  and  get 
away  from  the  countries  involved  in  the 
ECA.  If  the  Senator  has  read  the  bill 
he  knows  that  they  are  now  asking  for 
the  watchdog  committee  to  go  into  Japan, 
Korea,  and  Germany.  In  other  words, 
they  do  not  stop  with  the  ECA  countries, 
but  they  are  going  to  many  others. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Is  not  that  the  law? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  want  to  yield 
for  a  speech.  I  shall  yield  for  a  question, 
because  I  want  to  get  along. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  shall  obtain  the 
floor  in  my  own  right. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
nothing  new. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  That  is  correct.  I 
read  the  provisions  of  the  law  to  the 
Senate.  It  was  the  law  which  established 
GARIOA,  and  provided  that  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  should  have  observatory 
powers  over  the  expenditures  under 
GARIOA. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  may  be  wrong,  but  it 
has  been  pointed  out  to  me,  and  my  own 
examination  convinces  me,  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  this  bill  is  broader  than  the 
language  of  last  year,  under  the  original 
act. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  will  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  for  a  question. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  if  Mr.  Hoffman  did  not  appear 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  testify  as  follows: 

I  am  in  a  very  odd  position  here  of  at¬ 
tempting  to  do  a  little  defending  of  deficit 
spending,  which  I  do  not  like  at  all. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  know  what  Mr. 
Hoffman  testified.  I  am  not  a  member 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  thought  the  Senator  was 
undertaking  to  advise  the  Senate  as  to 
how  Mr.  Hoffman  had  testified. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Missouri  was  the  only  Sen¬ 
ator  who  raised  that  question;  and  the 
Senator  was  corrected  by  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]. 

Mr.  KEM.  In  what  respect  did  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  correct  me? 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  understood  him  to  say 
that  Mr.  Hoffman,  from  his  testimony, 
believed  in  deficit  financing. 

Mr.  KEM.  He  said  he  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  go  into  deficit  financing,  if  neces¬ 
sary,  rather  than  to  cut  down  the  amount 
of  ERP  appropriation. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  his  testimony; 
but  the  Senator  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  ask  that  the  record 
be  read. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Maybe  I  am  wrong. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  cannot  yield  to  have  the 
record  read. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  ask  the  Senator  if 
he  does  not  feel  that  this  is  a  fair  sum¬ 
mary  of  Mr.  Hoffman’s  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee — 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  not  read  it. 

Mr.  KEM.  Let  me  read  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  KEM.  The  Senator  has  brought 
up  the  point. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No ;  I  did  not  bring  it  up ; 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  brought  it  up. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  ask  the  Senator  if 
he  did  not  take  some  exception  in  that 
respect  to  the  remark  of  the  Senator 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  merely  defended  Mr. 
Hoffman,  and  I  was  glad  to  do  so. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  ask  the  Senator  if 
his  defense  of  Mr.  Hoffman  would  go  to 
the  extent  of  saying  that  the  following 
language  used  by  him  before  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  is  not  a  fair 
summary  of  his  testimony  on  this  point: 

I  am  put  In  a  very  odd  position  here  of 
attempting  to  do  a  little  defending  of  deficit 
spending,  which  I  do  not  like  at  all. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  like  it  either. 
I  agree  with  Mr.  Hoffman.  I  do  not  know 
of  anyone  who  does  like  deficit  spending. 
I  agree  with  him  that  if  it  is  necessary 
to  keep  the  program  going  in  the  interest 
of  world  peace,  it  should  be  done.  That 
is  exactly  what  he  stated  in  his  testi¬ 
mony. 

Mr.  KEM.  Is  not  that  exactly  what 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  said  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  testified  to? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
Senator  said.  I  understood  the  Senator, 
in  his  speech  this  afternoon,  was  rather 
criticizing  Mr.  Hoffman.  I  do  not  know 
why  the  Senator  even  brought  it  up. 
Why  was  Mr.  Hoffman  brought  into  this, 
in  the  beginning,  on  the  question  of  defi¬ 
cit  spending?  It  has  absolutely  nothing 
to  do  with  the  pending  measure  before 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  the  floor,  and  I 
shall  keep  it  for  a  little  while. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  said  a  moment  ago  that  he  could 
not  understand  why  Mr.  Hoffman  was 
brought  into  the  matter,  and  I  cannot 
understand  it  either;  but  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  he  was  mentioned  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Missouri,  I  thought  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  say  a  word  in  his  behalf,  which  I 
am  always  glad  to  do. 
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Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  think  it  might  be 
well  for  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  in 
view  of  his  statement  that  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  now  proposes  to  go  into 
China  and  Japan,  to  read  the  law  on 
the  subject,  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  providing  for  assistance  to 
China,  National  Military  Establishment, 
Department  of  the  Army,  civil  functions, 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas. 

I  now  turn  to  page  360  of  the  budget, 
and  read  as  follows: 

And  further  provided,  That  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  provisions  of  section 
124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers, 
and  responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs 
carried  out  by  appropriations  for  government 
and  relief  in  occupied  areas  as  it  has  with 
respect  to  programs  under  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948. 

I  think  it  would  be  well  for  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  to  have  some  concep¬ 
tion  of  the  law  before  he  says  this  com¬ 
mittee  is  trying  to  branch  out  all  over 
the  world. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  for  that  last  contribu¬ 
tion  of  his.  I  well  know  what  a  distin¬ 
guished  lawyer  he  is. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  did  not  ask  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  for  that. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  giving  it  to  him,  be¬ 
cause  I  like  the  Senator  from  Nevada, 
and  he  is  a  great  lawyer.  I  would  not, 
under  any  circumstances,  attempt  to 
compete  with  the  great  legal  ability  he 
exercises  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  sarcasm  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  did  not  yield  for  that. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  Senator  was 
addressing  me  personally.  Will  he  not 
yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  decline  to  yield.  I  hope 
the  Senator  understands  it. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  do  understand  it. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Peace,  brethren,  peace! 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
find  the  particular  section  to  which  I 
had  reference,  but  I  shall  find  it  before 
the  debate  is  concluded. 

I  want  to  get  back  for  a  moment - 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  for  one  question. 

Mr.  KEM.  The  one  question  is  this: 
Is  not  what  Mr.  Hoffman  has  done  with 
the  money  already  entrusted  to  him  en¬ 
tirely  relevant  and  material  in  a  debate 
on  the  question  as  to  whether  additional 
money  shall  be  entrusted  to  him? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  This  money  is  being  en¬ 
trusted  to  another  committee,  not  to  Mr. 
Hoffman. 

Mr.  KEM.  Will  the  Senator  further 
yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Did  the  Senator  not  refer 
to  what  I  said  earlier  this  afternoon  in 
criticism  of  Mr.  Hoffman,  in  discussing 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry], 
and  myself? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  If  I  can  just  get  Mr. 
Hoffman  out  of  the  picture  I  shall  apol¬ 


ogize  to  the  Senator  for  anything  I  said. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  May  I  suggest  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  again,  that  it  was  he  who  took  ex¬ 
ception  to  what  I  said  with  respect  to  Mr. 
Hoffman  and  injected  himself  into  the 
discussion  which  had  taken  place  earlier 
this  afternoon  and  again  recently. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 
ran]  in  recommending  this  amendment 
to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  suggested  that  the  additional 
amount  was  necessary  because  he  in¬ 
tended  to  follow  a  different  policy  from 
that  which  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the  former  chair¬ 
man,  had  followed.  The  Senator  from 
Nevada  said: 

I  believe  the  committee  can  do  the  best 
work  by  sending  teams  of  two  over  to  Europe 
to  go  in  and  make  a  study  of  what  has  been 
done  by  the  EC  A. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  full  fiscal  year 
1949  the  committee  expended  $194,941.89 
of  a  total  appropriation  of  $267,280.  Its 
total  expenditures  up  to  June  30,  1949, 
were  $209,875.56,  and  the  committee  is 
now  requesting  an  increase  of  $76,720  in 
its  appropriation  for  the  fiscal  year  1950. 

Mr.  WILEY.  How  many  months  would 
be  involved? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Twelve  months.  There 
are  21  persons  on  the  staff  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  committee  is  under  the 
supervision  of  Charles  S.  Dewey,  who  is 
employed  at  a  salary  of  $15,000  a  year. 
Four  of  the  staff  members  are  paid  $12,- 
000  annually.  There  are  four  more  who 
are  paid  $10,330,  and  six  who  are  paid 
$8,432. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Dewey  is  paid  more 
than  is  received  by  Colon  F.  Stam,  who 
is  the  chief  of  staff  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation, 
one  of  the  most  important  committees 
that  has  ever  been  set  up  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Mr.  Dewey  gets  more  than  al¬ 
most  any  other  individual  I  know  of  who 
has  ever  worked  around  a  committee 
since  I  have  been  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  Yet  the  committee  wants 
nearly  $77,000  more  in  order  to  put  on 
about  10  more  employees  in  connection 
with  its  work. 

It  may  be  worth  it,  but  I  remind  the 
Senate  of  the  fact  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  sent  this  bill  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  without  a  single  word  about  the  watch 
dog  committee.  Of  course  I  do  not  know 
what  the  House  will  do  when  the  bill 
goes  to  conference,  but  I  think  I  have 
a  pretty  good  idea  about  this  whole  thing. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  studied  the  re¬ 
ports  which  have  been  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  of  course  there  are  some 
things  in  the  reports  which  are  good. 
They  have  prepared  about  a  dozen  re¬ 
ports,  eight  of  which  are  available  at 
the  present  time.  I  think  a  fair  sum¬ 
mary  can  be  made  of  the  work  of  the 
committee  as  follows: 

The  greater  part  of  their  activity  has 
been  devoted  to  obtaining  information 
principally  from  ECA  itself,  and  from 
other  agencies  and  reporting  on  it.  Fre¬ 
quently  the  same  information  which  can 
be  found  in  its  reports  is  available  to  any 


Member  of  Congress  by  calling  upon  the 
ECA,  or  going  into  the  records  of  the  ECA. 

Many  of  these  reports  contain  infor¬ 
mation  which  is  published  in  more  de¬ 
tailed  form  in  the  President’s  Quarterly 
Report  to  Congress  on  ECA  Operations, 
and  in  ECA  documents. 

I  do  not  say  that  the  committee  has 
not  done  some  good  work,  but  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  Congress  are  being  asked 
to  make  cuts  in  appropriations  all  along 
the  line,  and  we  are  presented  with  a 
bill  asking  for  a  cut  of  10  percent  in 
the  ECA  appropriations  recommended 
by  the  President.  At  the  same  time, 
with  a  going  concern  which  has  been 
operating  for  a  year  or  more,  and 
which  ought  to  be  functioning  prop¬ 
erly,  we  are  asked  for  an  additional 
$77,000  in  order  to  put  some  8  or  10 
more  people  on  the  pay  rolls,  to  go  to 
Europe  or  do  something  else,  though  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  is  going 
to  Europe  and  going  over  this  country, 
when  this  session  of  Congress  closes,  to 
do  practically  the  same  thing  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  is  going  to  do,  namely, 
to  ascertain  how  the  money  that  has 
been  appropriated  is  being  spent.  If  the 
Senate  wants  to  give  them  $344,000  of 
course  it  will  do  it,  but  I  think  it  is  time 
to  begin  to  level  off.  If  we  continue  this 
committee,  it  will  be  spending  around  a 
million  and  a  half  or  $2,000,000,  should 
we  continue  to  increase  the  appropria¬ 
tion,  before  the  ECA  finally  comes  to  a 
close. 

Unless  the  committee  can  show  more 
than  I  have  ever  seen  in  any  of  the  re¬ 
ports  up  to  the  present,  instead  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  trend  toward  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  more  money  and  putting 
more  people  on  the  pay  roll,  we  ought 
to  do  just  the  opposite  and  take  some  of 
them  off. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say 
with  respect  to  the  matter. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  In  thinking  the 
matter  over,  I  have  been  wondering 
whether  the  Senator  from  Illinois  would 
not  be  on  firmer  ground  if  he  changed 
his  amendment  to  cover  the  expendi¬ 
tures  made  by  this  committee  during  the 
last  fiscal  year,  which  would  be  in  the 
neighborhood,  as  I  understand,  of  about 
$200,000,  instead  of  $100,000.  I  think 
there  is  something  to  be  said  for  the 
viewpoint  of  the  able  Senator  from 
Nevada,  that  if  there  is  to  be  a  com¬ 
mittee,  it  should  be  adequately  equipped. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  am  unable  to  see 
why  it  is  necessary  to  increase  the  ex¬ 
penditures  this  year. 

So  far  as  the  argument  about  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  is  concerned,  I  think 
I  am  accurate  when  I  say  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  never  in  its  life 
tampered  with  a  suggested  appropria¬ 
tion  by  the  House  or  Senate  in  respect 
to  its  own  business.  It  always  takes 
whatever  figures  the  House  and  the 
Senate  present.  I  offer  the  suggestion 
I  have  made  to  the  Senator.  It  seems 
to  me  if  he  followed  it  he  would  be  on 
more  tenable  ground. 
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July  25 


Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  suggestion  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  rose. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Does  my  colleague  de¬ 
sire  that  I  yield  to  him? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  my  colleague  clarify  a 
little  confusion  in  which  I  find  myself. 
I  take  it  this  is  an  appropriation  for  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation,  that  it  is  a  committee  of 
both  Houses. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yet  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  is  apparently  asking 
us  to  bear  the  entire  expenses  of  the  joint 
committee  out  of  the  fund  for  the  con¬ 
tingent  expenses  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  think  what  will  hap¬ 
pen  is  this:  The  appropriation  will 
really  come  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury, 
and  it  will  be  carried  into  the  contingent 
fund,  but  the  contingent  fund  will  be 
used  only  as  a  matter  of  convenience  for 
the  payment  of  the  vouchers.  I  think 
that  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  refer  to  the  ruling  in  which 
he  passed  a  while  ago  on  the  point  of 
order  on  the  amendment,  and  also  the 
point  raised  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
in  regard  to  the  automatic  recommittal 
of  the  bill. 

On  May  3,  1938,  a  legislative  appro¬ 
priation  bill  was  under  consideration, 
and  the  then  Senator  from  New  York, 
Mr.  Copeland,  made  a  point  of  order 
against  a  committee  amendment  to  the 
bill  which  proposed  to  change  the  ap¬ 
pointive  agency  in  the  item  for  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reference  Service  in  the  Library 
of  Congress  from  the  Librarian  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
The  Chair  sustained  the  point  of  order 
made  against  the  amendment,  and  held 
that  the  sustaining  of  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  did  not  auto¬ 
matically  send  the  bill  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Later,  when  there  was  a  legislative  bill 
before  the  Senate,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar],  the  Presi¬ 
dent  pro  tempore,  being  in  the  chair,  the 
committee  had  brought  in  an  amend¬ 
ment  proposing  that  only  those  Senators 
should  draw  mileage  who  had  gone  home 
in  the  interim  between  the  second  and 
third  sessions  of  the  Congress.  The 
point  of  order  was  sustained  on  the 
ground  that  it  changed  existing  law. 
The  Chair  held  also  that  it  did  not  auto¬ 
matically  return  the  bill  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

In  1940,  during  the  consideration  of 
the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill,  when  a  point  of  order  was  made 
against  a  committee  amendment  which 
was  sustained,  an  inquiry  was  made  by 
the  then  Senator  from  Colorado,  Mr. 
Adams,  as  to  whether  the  sustaining  of 
the  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  automatically  send  the  bill 
back  to  the  committee,  and  the  Chair  for 
the  third  time  held  that  it  would  not. 

The  Chair  wanted  to  have  that  state¬ 
ment  in  the  Record  while  the  subject  is 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  Members  of  the 
Senate. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Vice  President,  if  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  had  made 
the  point  of  order  against  the  bill  would 
the  ruling  have  been  the  same? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
does  not  like  to  pass  on  a  point  of  order 
until  it  is  made.  Such  a  point  of  order 
was  not  made,  and  the  Chair  did  not  pass 
on  the  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  as  I  understand 
the  distinguished  Vice  President,  he 
makes  a  distinction  between  a  point  of 
order  made  on  an  amendment  and  a 
point  of  order  made  on  the  bill  itself. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Chair  might  as  well  say  that 
if  a  bill  contained  many  legislative  pro¬ 
visions  which  are  in  violation  of  the  rule 
of  the  Senate,  and  a  point  of  order  were 
made  against  the  whole  bill  on  that 
ground,  the  Chair  then  would  have  to 
rule  that  the  bill  must  be  recommitted. 
But  heretofore,  in  many  instances,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  has  avoided 
that  situation  by  wihdrawing  committee 
amendments  which  were  subject  to  a 
point  of  order,  and  offering  them  from 
the  floor,  in  which  case  they  would  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  bill  insofar  as 
the  rule  is  concerned. 

A  point  of  order  may  be  made  against 
an  amendment  offered  from  the  floor 
which  is  in  violation  of  the  rule.  Of 
course,  that  would  not  send  the  bill  back 
to  the  committee  automatically.  But  if 
any  Senator  should  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  whole  bill  on  the  ground  that 
it  contained  provisions  which  were  in 
violation  of  the  rule,  because  they  consti¬ 
tuted  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  the  Chair  would  feel  compelled  to 
rule  accordingly.  But  that  is  not  the 
situation  on  which  the  Chair  was  asked 
to  rule. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  an¬ 
other  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  that  in  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  if  the  same 
question  should  be  raised,  in  order  to  re¬ 
commit  the  bill,  it  would  be  necessary 
that  a  point  of  order  be  made  against 
the  bill  itself,  against  the  whole  bill? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  point  of 
order,  in  order  to  operate  to  send  the  bill 
back  to  the  commmittee,  would  have  to 
be  made  against  the  whole  bill  on  the 
ground  that  it  contained  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill,  but  if  a  point  of 
order  were  made  to  each  amendment  in¬ 
dividually  in  the  bill,  a  different  ruling 
would  have  to  be  made. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  the  hour  is  late,  but  I  should  like 
to  say  a  few  words  about  the  pending 
amendment.  I  hope  the  Ssnate  will 
adopt  it  and  allow  the  sum  of  $344,000 
for  the  watchdog  committee.  Many 
times  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  I  have 
advocated  cuts  in  expenditures  because 
I  have  felt  that  in  many  cases  such  cuts 
were  justified,  because  the  amounts  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  appropriated  were  extrava¬ 
gant,  and  a  better  job  could  be  done  with 
less  money. 


While  I  am  not  a  member  of  the 
watchdog  committee  I  know  something 
about  the  work  it  has  been  doing.  The 
question  with  which  Congress  is  faced 
today  is:  Does  the  Congress  desire  to 
have  a  committee  independently  to  in¬ 
vestigate  certain  problems  connected 
with  the  expenditure  of  much  more  than 
$4,000,000,000  a  year?  The  “watchdog 
committee”  is  a  joint  committee  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  with  21  members, 
and  a  staff.  The  purpose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  to  supervise  the  expenditures 
in  a  way,  or  at  least  to  obtain  knowledge 
for  the  Senate  and  for  the  House  re¬ 
specting  the  $4,000,000,000,  in  some  16  or 
18  countries,  in  the  Pacific  area  as  well 
as  in  the  Atlantic  area. 

We  are  now  quibbling  over  whether 
the  committee  shall  be  allowed  $100,000 
or  $344,000.  There  are  two  ways  to  kill 
the  committee.  One  is  to  vote  no  money 
for  it  at  all,  thus  letting  it  pass  out  of 
existence.  The  other  way  is  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  sum  of,  say,  $100,000  for  its 
work,  with  which  the  committee  could 
employ  some  8  or  10  persons  to  act  as 
members  of  its  staff.  If  that  is  what 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  wants 
to  do,  that  is  what  it  should  do — vote 
it  out  of  existence,  or  make  it  impotent 
to  do  its  work  efficiently.  There  is  no 
use  in  the  committee  trying  to  do  its 
work  for  the  Congress  unless  it  does  it 
well.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  vote  the 
full  amount.  That  will  enable  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  have  a  sufficient  staff  to  func¬ 
tion  properly. 

If  there  is  one  committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  which  today  does  not  have  a  suffi¬ 
cient  staff,  it  is  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  advocated,  and  there  is 
in  the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill,  a  provision  for  $800,000  for  the  GAO 
to  employ  a  new  staff  in  order  that  it 
may  do  much  needed  work  for  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of 
the  House.  When  the  Government  is 
spending  upward  of  $42,000,000,000  a 
year,  there  should  be  a  staff  composed 
of  a  sufficient  number  of  efficient  mem¬ 
bers  to  look  into  questions  which  are 
before  the  Congress  in  connection  with 
appropriations  and  give  the  Congress  the 
benefit  of  their  independent  judgment. 

It  has  been  said  that  if  we  want  the 
evidence  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  call  up 
Mr.  Hoffman,  or  members  of  his  staff, 
and  obtain  it.  I  appreciate  the  great 
work  Paul  Hoffman  has  done.  He  is  try¬ 
ing  to  do  efficient  work.  But  he  cannot 
exercise  the  discipline  over  his  staff  that 
Congress  can  in  respect  to  its  own  staff. 
If  we  want  independent  figures  and  inde¬ 
pendent  facts  with  respect  to  the  various 
countries  where  ECA  money  is  being 
spent,  we  should  be  at  liberty  to  send  our 
own  staff  there. 

Mr.  President,  I  remember  when  this 
question  arose  on  the  floor  for  the  first 
time.  Congress  in  providing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  ECA  created  a  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee.  Now,  after  the  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  in  existence  for  1  year, 
it  is  in  the  control  of  the  majority  party. 
It  is  no  longer  in  the  control  of  the 
minority  party.  Why  should  it  not  con¬ 
tinue  in  order  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  may  do  its  work  efficiently? 
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I  hope  the  Senate  will  vote  the  full 
amount  of  $344,000. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  had  a 
conversation  last  evening  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith].  He  hoped  he  could  be 
present  today  because  he  is  a  member  of 
the  watchdog  committee.  He  advised 
me  that  he  thought  probably  the  amount 
could  be  cut  to  around  $200,000.  I  am 
going  to  modify  my  amendment  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  amount  to  $200,000. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  modi¬ 
fied  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Nevada  on  behalf  of 
the  committee  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  1,  line  3 
of  the  amendment  of  the  committee,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “$344,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$200,000.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  not  prevail.  I 
again  urge  upon  the  Senate  either  to  put 
the  committee  out  of  business  completely 
and  make  no  appropriations  for  it  what¬ 
ever;  let  us  discharge  the  staff,  and  let 
the  committee  stand  without  any  funds 
whatever,  which  will  put  it  out  of  busi¬ 
ness,  or  else  give  it  funds  ample  to  per¬ 
form  the  duties  which  the  law  prescribes 
it  perform.  If  any  Senator  were  to 
charge  that  the  committee  has  been  ex¬ 
travagant,  that  it  has  been  lavish  in  its 
expenditures,  that  any  member  of  the 
committee  has  traveled  unnecessarily  at 
the  expense  of  the  Congress,  then  I 
should  like  to  have  him  say  so.  But  I 
can  assure  anyone  who  would  make  such 
a  charge  that  there  would  not  be  a  word 
of  truth  in  it. 

The  salary  fixed  for  Mr.  Dewey  was 
fixed  when  Mr.  Dewey  was  selected  by 
unanimous  vote  of  the  committee.  Mr. 
Dewey  was  regarded  as  having  qualifica¬ 
tions,  talents,  and  experience  which 
warranted  such  a  salary.  The  other 
members,  who  receive  $12,000  and 
$10,000,  respectively,  are  attorneys  of 
standing.  They  were  taken  from  posi¬ 
tions  in  which  they  were  undoubtedly 
receiving  more  than  that.  They  are  now 
doing  good  work  for  the  committee. 
They  have  traveled  in  Europe  and 
brought  back  reports. 

So  far  as  our  getting  the  information 
from  ECA  itself  is  concerned,  there  is 
not  a  word  of  foundation  for  such  pro¬ 
cedure.  We  have  obtained  our  infor¬ 
mation  from  the  grass  roots,  by  going  to 
authentic  sources  of  information.  What 
we  did  was  to  present  the  information  to 
Mr.  Hoffman  and  say,  “Here  is  our  in¬ 
formation.  Look  into  it  and  see  if  you 
want  to  correct  the  procedure.  If  you 
do,  we  shall  be  glad  to  give  you  the  in¬ 
formation  we  have  gathered.”  In  many 
instances  he  was  grateful  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  we  gave  him,  and  corrected  his 
policies  accordingly. 

Let  us  not  keep  this  committee  in  ex¬ 
istence  but  impotent  because  it  has  not 
the  money  with  which  to  perform  its  du¬ 
ties.  If  $344,000  is  allowed,  it  will  be  al¬ 
lowed  after  a  study  has  been  made  of 
what  we  should  do.  I  have  already  stat¬ 
ed  that  we  were  unable  to  carry  out  our 
responsibilities  with  reference  to  GA¬ 
RIOA  because  we  did  not  feel  that  we 
had  sufficient  funds  to  perform  our  du¬ 


ties,  so  we  sent  no  one  to  follow  up  in 
connection  with  GARIOA.  We  did  fol¬ 
low  up  as  regards  ECA,  and  we  brought 
the  information  not  only  to  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man,  but  to  the  Congress  itself,  by  means 
of  printed  reports. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  President,  I  leave  the  subject  with 
the  Senate,  with  the  statement  that  it  is 
a  thousand  times  better  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  go  out  of  existence  than  to  be  do¬ 
ing  only  a  quarter  job  or  a  half  job,  or 
no  job  at  all. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senator  talks  about  the  committee 
being  put  out  of  business  under  this 
amendment.  I  am  mystified  by  the  par¬ 
allel  statement  that  the  amount  now 
proposed  is  substantially  the  same 
amount  which  the  committee  spent  in 
the  last  fiscal  year.  Am  I  correct  in  that 
statement? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect;  but  we  did  not  carry  out  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities  as  we  should  have  done,  be¬ 
cause  we  did  not  feel  that  we  had  suffi¬ 
cient  funds.  We  did  not  carry  out  the 
obligations  which  were  imposed  upon  us 
by  the  law  which  I  read  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  a  little  while  ago.  This 
was  under  the  GARIOA  Act,  which  was 
a  different  act  from  the  ECA  Act,  in 
which  it  was  provided : 

And  provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  es¬ 
tablished  pursuant  to  provisions  of  section 
124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers,  and 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs  car¬ 
ried  out  by  appropriations  for  government 
and  relief  in  occupied  areas  as  it  has  with 
respect  to  programs  under  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948. 

We  were  unable  to  go  into  that  work 
because  we  did  not  feel  that  we  had  the 
funds.  We  were  unable  to  carry  out  our 
duties  under  the  GARIOA  Act,  and  under 
the  relief  act  pursuant  to  it.  That  being 
true,  we  asked  for  additional  funds  so 
that  we  might  be  properly  staffed  to 
carry  out  our  obligations  under  the  two 
acts.  We  have  been  fulfilling  our  duties 
to  the  best  of  our  ability  under  one  act. 
We  must  carry  out  our  duties  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  two  acts,  or  not  at  all,  in  my 
judgment. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  was  curious 
about  the  Senator’s  statement  that  the 
committee  would  be  out  of  business  if  it 
had  the  same  amount  of  money  for  next 
year  that  it  had  last  year,  in  view  of  the 
very  fine  job  it  did  last  year  with  the 
money  it  had.  So  I  cannot  see  how  the 
committee  would  be  put  out  of  business 
overnight  if  it  had  the  same  amount  of 
money  during  the  next  year  as  it  had 
during  last  year. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  We  have  additional 
duties  to  carry  out  under  a  different  act 
of  Congress. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  one  statement  before  we  vote.  On 
page  12  of  the  bill  there  is  an  amendment 
which  provides  as  follows: 

Provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  established 


pursuant  to  provisions  of  section  124  (a)  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers, 
and  responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs 
carried  out  by  appropriations  for  government 
and  relief  in  occupied  areas  as  it  has  with 
respect  to  programs  under  said  act. 

That  is  a  committee  amendment.  I 
now  find  that  this  is  the  same  as  the 
basic  law  read  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  a  moment  ago.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  had  a  right  to  be¬ 
lieve,  when  he  read  this  language,  that 
it  was  something  new.  After  all,  in  my 
opinion  this  amendment  is  absolutely 
unnecessary,  because  it  is  already  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  law.  That  is  the  reason  I 
made  the  argument  which  I  made  a 
moment  ago,  because  I  had  a  right  to 
believe,  without  going  back  and  reread¬ 
ing  the  basic  law,  that  under  this  amend¬ 
ment  they  were  going  into  occupied  areas. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  This  lan¬ 
guage  seems  to  be  merely  a  repetition  of 
the  law  itself,  heretofore  enacted. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Chair  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  For  what 
reason  it  is  repeated,  the  Chair  has  no 
knowledge. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  am  one  of  those  to  whom  I  am 
sure  the  majority  leader  referred  when 
he  said  that  he  was  rather  surprised  that 
Senators  who  are  always  for  economy 
should  now  favor  a  larger  appropriation 
for  this  committee. 

I  am  certainly  in  favor  of  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee,  and  I  am  in  favor  of 
giving  it  enough  money  to  do  the  job 
properly.  I  refer  to  the  colloquy  which 
I  had  with  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  when  Senate  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  38  was  introduced,  which  provides 
for  a  legislative  committee,  and  provides 
for  furnishing  sufficient  personnel  to  the 
committee  to  enable  it  properly  to  dis¬ 
charge  its  responsibilities.  I  say  with  all 
sincerity  that  I  feel  that  the  committee 
amendment  is  justified,  and  I  hope  that 
it  will  prevail. 

Some  mention  has  been  made  this 
afternoon  of  the  money  which  is  to  be 
spent  by  ECA  in  the  study  of  fiscal  poli¬ 
cies  in  the  United  States.  We  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  providing  the  committee  with 
funds  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities. 
Whether  we  are  for  the  committee  or 
not,  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  that  unless  we  give  the  commit¬ 
tee  enough  money  to  do  the  job  properly, 
we  should  abolish  the  committee. 

We  are  talking  about  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $344,000.  For  the  Record,  I  should 
like  to  refer  to  pages  122  and  123  of  the 
hearings.  I  shall  not  take  the  time  to 
read  all  the  discussion.  On  those  pages 
will  be  found  a  colloquy  between  Mr. 
Hoffman,  the  Administrator,  for  whom 
I  have  profound  respect,  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

First  there  was  the  question  of  spend¬ 
ing  $500,000  to  bring  officials  over  here 
from  foreign  countries  to  study  the  bal¬ 
ancing  of  the  budget  and  the  fiscal  poli¬ 
cies  of  the  United  States.  Mr .  Hoffman  s 
comment  was  that  he  had  never  heard 
of  it,  and  that  it  was  fantastic. 

Then  I  asked  about  the  $800,000  ear¬ 
marked  to  send  ECA  representatives 
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overseas  to  carry  to  Europe  the  gospel  of 
good  financial  management,  and  to  learn 
something  about  financing.  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  stated  that  that  was  fantastic;  that 
it  was  misrepresentation,  misinforma¬ 
tion.  Yet  it  will  be  found  from  page 
123  that  I  quoted  from  the  justifications, 
W'hich  dealt  with  the  expenditure  of  $1,- 
300,000  to  bring  a  few  Europeans  over  to 
the  United  States  to  learn  how  to  bal¬ 
ance  the  budget,  which  has  not  been 
balanced  for  16  years. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  it  is  proposed 
to  send  representatives  from  here  over 
to  Europe  to  learn  the  same  thing.  Just 
think  of  it. 

When  I  finally  confronted  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  with  the  justifications,  he  said  that 
he  still  thought  the  figures  were  fan¬ 
tastic,  and  that  he  could  not  believe  the 
record. 

I  do  not  mention  that  as  a  reflection 
against  Mr.  Hoffman.  I  respect  him.  I 
believe  that  as  Administrator  he  has 
done  as  well  as  anyone  could  have  done 
in  handling  the  ECA  funds.  The  point 
I  am  making  is  that  we  are  arguing 
over  an  appropriation  of  $344,000  to 
equip  a  committee  with  a  staff  which  can 
do  the  job;  yet  we  do  not  even  raise 
our  voices  against  an  expenditure  of  $1,- 
300,000  so  that  Europeans  may  under¬ 
stand  how  we  balance  the  budget  over 
here,  and  in  order  that  we  may  go  over 
there  and  see  how  they  balance  theirs. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  had  assumed,  when 
the  first  inquiry  was  made  about  people 
coming  over  here  to  learn  about  balanc¬ 
ing  the  budget,  that  it  was  a  humorous 
suggestion;  but  it  has  been  repeated  so 
often  that  I  fear  it  is  being  taken  seri¬ 
ously.  Even  if  it  be  true  that  that  is  one 
of  the  things  they  might  hope  to  learn 
here,  and  even  if  it  might  be  that  they 
would  be  disappointed  if  they  hoped  to 
learn  it,  would  not  they  also  hope  to 
learn  a  little  something  in  a  field  in 
which  we  can  teach  the  world  better 
than  anyone  else  can  teach,  namely, 
•  something  of  the  industrial  techniques 
they  need  to  learn  about  in  order  to  be 
able  to  produce  more  at  less  cost?  Is  not 
that  the  real  reason  why  they  would  hope 
to  come  to  the  United  States? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  in 
answer  I  shall  read  the  colloquy  to  the 
Senator.  I  would  not  wish  to  misrepre¬ 
sent  it: 

You  are  sending  them  money  to  learn  how 
to  spend  money  on  deficits. 

Then  there  is  the  following  statement 
by  Mr.  Hoffman,  and  the  further  state¬ 
ment  by  me: 

In  the  first  place,  the  statement  is  fantastic. 

Senator  Wherry.  I  just  got  it  out  of  the 
Wall  Street  Journal. 

Let  me  ask  you  about  this : 

“Another  $800,000  are  earmarked  to  speed 
ECA  envoys  overseas  carrying  to  Europe  the 
gospel  of  good  financial  managing.  Sponsors 
figure  36,000  man-days  will  be  spent  in  two- 
way  educational  processes.” 

There  is  nothing  there  about  indus¬ 
trial  production. 

I  read  further: 

My  question  then  was: 

Are  you  going  to  do  that? 


If  you  did  not  get  that  $800,000,  you  would 
not  wreck  your  program  over  there,  would 
you,  Mr.  Hoffman? 

Now,  the  next  thing  in  the  record  is: 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  cannot  tell  you  about  the 
$800,000,  or  $500,000.  I  do  not  know  where 
those  figures  came  from.  That  is  more  mis¬ 
information  you  get  in  newspapers. 

I  read  further: 

Now,  Mr.  Hoffman,  if  you  will  turn  to  page 
III-12  of  your  justifications,  here  is  what  you 
say: 

I  wish  I  had  the  justification  here.  It 
is  a  large  bound  book,  with  the  title 
printed  in  gold  letters,  and  it  gives  all  the 
justifications. 

I  said  this  to  Mr.  Hoffman: 

Here  is  what  you  say: 

The  program  envisages  some  16,000  man- 
days  to  be  spent  outside  the  United  States  by 
United  States  Government  and  other  experts 
and  that  some  20,000  man-days  will  be  spent 
in  the  United  States  by  those  who  can  benefit 
from  the  observation  and  study  of  American 
practices  and  standards. 

In  other  words,  practices  and  standards 
of  finance.  That  relates  to  the  justifica¬ 
tion. 

I  read  further: 

Then  you  have  the  following: 

Visits  of  officials  to  United  States,  $500,000. 

Expert  services  provided  to  Europe, 
$800,000. 

That  might  be  a  small  thing  to  you,  but 
here  is  the  exact  amount  for  the  very  pur¬ 
poses  that  were  presented  to  you  yesterday. 

They  were  in  the  justification;  yet  Mr. 
Hoffman  said  they  were  fantastic,  so  he 
said,  because  they  came  out  of  the  news¬ 
papers. 

I  read  further: 

You  said  the  statement  was  fantastic;  that 
it  was  misinformation,  and  it  was  right  in 
your  justification. 

I  want  to  ask  you  this  question,  as  one  who 
is  seeking  to  do  what  you  are  trying  to  do — - 

And  I  compliment  him;  I  think  he  is 
trying  to  do  a  good  job — 
as  you  say,  to  get  every  dollar’s  worth  out  of 
every  dollar  we  spend. 

If  you  do  not  know  any  more  about  your 
justification  than  that,  how  can  you  tell  me 
that  if  you  reduce  the  budget  $1,000,000,000 
or  half  a  billion  dollars  it  is  going  to  wreck 
the  economy  of  Europe? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  That  is  a  very  embarrassing 
question. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  not  one  word 
there  about  any  study  regarding  the 
productivity  of  industry  in  the  United 
States.  Not  one  word  about  such  a  mat¬ 
ter  appears  in  the  entire  colloquy.  Two 
figures  are  mentioned:  $500,000  to  be 
used  to  permit  foreigners  to  come  to  the 
United  States  and  study  how  to  balance 
cur  budget,  and  $800,000  to  be  used  by 
certain  representatives  of  the  United 
States  to  go  to  the  foreign  countries  and 
study  how  to  balance  their  budgets. 
Those  are  the  figures  referred  to  in  the 
colloquy,  and  that  is  why  the  matter  is 
under  discussion  now.  Those  figures  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  justification. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  we  are  quarreling 
about  an  item  of  $144,000  to  be  given  to 
the  “watchdog  committee”  to  enable  it 
to  employ  an  expert  staff  which  can  help 
us  and  guide  us  in  connection  with  the 
spending  of  nearly  $5,000,000,000.  Just 
imagine,  Mr.  President,  we  are  quarreling 
about  an  item  of  $144,000  in  connection 


with  the  spending  of  approximately 
$5,000,000,000.  Yet  in  the  justification 
there  are  two  items  totaling  $1,300,000, 
which  we  are  told  are  to  be  used  to 
teach  foreigners  how  to  balance  the 
budget  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
which  has  been  out  of  balance  almost 
ever  since  I  can  remember,  and  also  are 
to  be  used  to  send  experts  from  the 
United  States  to  learn  how  to  balance  the 
budgets  of  the  European  countries. 

Mr.  McKELLAR  and  Mr.  PEPPER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield;  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  first  to  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
simply  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  if  he  will  place  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  section  V,  on  page  III-ll  of 
the  justification,  running  down  to  the 
end  of  that  section. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  that  may  be 
done,  because  that  is  what  I  have  been 
discussing. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

V.  ASSISTANCE  IN  APPROVING  PUBLIC  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION,  FINANCIAL  PRACTICES,  AND  ECO¬ 
NOMIC  REPORTING 

ECA’s  willingness  to  act  favorably  on  Euro¬ 
pean  requests  for  assistance  in  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  Government  administration  is  based 
on  the  conviction  that  economic  recovery  is 
directly  dependent  upon  the  effectiveness  of 
plans  and  administrative  action  on  the  part 
of  the  governments.  The  competence  of 
the  ministries  of  economics,  industry,  public 
works,  agriculture,  and  finance,  determines  in 
large  measure  how  well  the  countries  can 
carry  their  ERP  responsibilities.  Poorly  or¬ 
ganized  government  agencies  devoid  of  well 
selected  and  trained  personnel  or  utilizing 
antiquated  methods  constitute  a  serious 
handicap  to  economic  recovery. 

Under  the  bilateral  agreements  partici¬ 
pating  countries  are  obligated  to  make  all 
practicable  measures  to  balance  their  in¬ 
ternal  budgets  as  a  means  toward  stabilizing 
of  the  currency.  Inadequate  controls  over 
governmental  expenditures  and  ineffective  or 
inadequate  systems  of  taxation  create  unbal¬ 
anced  budgets  thereby  contributing  to  infla¬ 
tion  and  postponing  recovery. 

Any  steps  which  ECA  can  take,  at  the  in¬ 
vitation  and  with  the  consent  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  government,  to  assist  in  improving 
the  administration  of  those  ministries  con¬ 
cerned  with  ERP  matters  and  securing  coor¬ 
dination  among  them  may  constitute  a 
contribution  toward  recovery  of  substantially 
greater  value  than  an  equivalent  expendi¬ 
ture  for  commodities  or  raw  materials. 

The  program  envisages  some  16,000  man- 
days  to  be  spent  outside  the  United  States  by 
United  States  Government  and  other  experts 
and  that  some  20,000  man-days  will  be  spent 
in  the  United  States  by  those  who  can  benefit 
from  the  observation  and  study  of  American 
practices  and  standards. 

Visits  of  officials  to  United  States _ $500,  000 

Expert  services  provided  to  Europe.  800,  000 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  at  this  time? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Perhaps  I  did  not  hear 
something  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
read,  but  in  what  he  read  I  did  not  hear 
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anything  which  would  show  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  missions  of  such  foreigners  to 
the  United  States  would  be  to  learn  how 
to  balance  the  governmental  budget. 
Wi’l  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  be  kind 
enough  to  refer  to  the  language  stating 
that  they  were  to  come  to  the  United 
States  to  learn  how  to  balance  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  budget? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the  col¬ 
loquy  is  four  or  five  pages  long.  If  the 
Senator  from  Florida  wishes  to  place  a 
different  interpretation  on  it,  that  will  be 
perfectly  agreeable  to  me.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  can  do  so,  and  can  make  a 
speech  in  the  Senate  tomorrow  regarding 
that  matter,  if  he  wishes  to. 

But  as  a  United  States  Senator,  I 
have  placed  my  interpretation  of  that 
matter  in  the  Record.  If  the  Senator 
from  Florida  wishes  to  place  a  different 
interpretation  upon  it,  he  can  do  so. 

But  I  say  that  what  I  have  indicated 
is  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  expendi¬ 
ture  of  $1,300,000,  and  yet  we  are  quar¬ 
reling  about  the  expenditure  of  a  total 
of  $344,000  for  the  staff  of  a  committee 
whose  services  have  been  very  valuable 
in  connection  with  these  foreign  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  wonder  whether  per¬ 
haps  closer  inspection  of  this  matter  may 
show  that  if  this  provision  is  approved  by 
the  Congress,  these  foreigners  will  come 
to  the  United  States  to  find  out  how  we 
get  away  without  balancing  our  budget. 
Has  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  any 
comment  to  make  as  to  that? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  say  the  Record 
shows  that  studying  the  balancing  of  the 
budget  is  the  primary  purpose  for  which 
these  foreigners  will  come  to  the  United 
States,  under  this  appropriation,  if  it  is 
made. 

Yet  Mr.  Hoffman  said,  when  he  was 
questioned  about  this  matter: 

I  do  not  know  where  those  figures  came 
from.  That  Is  more  misinformation  you  get 
in  newspapers. 

And  later  he  said: 

That  is  a  very  embarrassing  question. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  all  right  for  him  to 
take  that  position,  but  that  is  all  the 
more  reason  why  there  should  be  a 
watch-dog  committee  to  help  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  and  to  help  the  Congress.  Under 
the  circumstances,  I  think  the  proposed 
expenditure  of  $344,000  is  a  good  invest¬ 
ment  in  good  government. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Are  we  to  under¬ 
stand  that  in  the  colloquy  with  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man,  he  stated  he  did  not  know  that 
there  was  in  the  budget  an  item  of  $800,- 
000  and  another  item  of  $500,000  for  the 
purposes  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
described? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  Hoffman  did 
not  know  that  those  items  were  in  the 
budget,  and  neither  did  he  know  their 
purpose? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  can  think  of  no 
better  reason,  then,  why  we  should  have 
somebody  to  check  on  the  ECA  appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent — 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  just 
a  moment,  please.  Did  not  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  yield  to  me? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  He  did,  but 
the  Chair  thought  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  had  completed  his  statement  and 
that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  had 
finished  yielding  to  him. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  sorry,  but  I 
have  not  finished.  I  think  the  Chair 
was  perhaps  a  little  quick  on  the  trigger, 
although  I  appreciate  that  perhaps  we 
should  proceed  a  little  more  expeditiously 
in  deciding  about  this  matter. 

But  I  wish  to  say  that  the  watchdog 
committee  certainly  can  render  an  im¬ 
portant  service  by  watching  the  budget 
the  Director  of  the  ECA  sets  up,  even  if 
it  does  nothing  more  than  inform  him 
what  is  in  his  budget. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  get  my  thinking  about  these  matters 
straight.  I  understand  we  are  quarrel¬ 
ing,  not  about  $300,000  or  $400,000,  but 
about  a  total  of  $144,000,  because  the 
opponents  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  want  the  total  amount  to  be  $200,- 
000  and  the  proponents  of  the  committee 
amendment  wish  the  total  to  be  $344,000. 
So  it  seems  to  me  that  only  $144,000  is 
involved  in  this  controversy.  Does  the 
Senator  agree  as  to  that? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oh,  yes.  In  fact,  I 
shall  agree  with  almost  anything  in  that 
connection  if  the  Senate  votes  to  allow 
the  $344,000. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  modified 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
to  the  committee  amendment,  beginning 
on  page  1,  in  line  10. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator . 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  vote  to  be  taken 
on  the  Lucas  amendment  involving  a 
reduction  to  $200,000  of  the  McCarran 
amendment  offered  on  behalf  of  the  com¬ 
mittee? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
as  modified,  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Nevada,  offered  on  behalf 
of  the  committee,  on  page  1,  in  line  10. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered;  and 
the  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  “yea”  when 
his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 


Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  should  like  to 
know  what  the  vote  is  being  taken  upon. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  endeavor  to  state  it: 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  offered 
an  amendment,  which  now  has  been 
modified,  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Nevada,  on  behalf  of 
the  committee,  on  page  1,  in  line  10.  The 
effect  of  the  modified  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  to  the  amendment 
offered  on  behalf  of  the  committee 
would  be  to  reduce  the  appropriation 
from  $344,000  to  $200,000. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  as  modified,  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Nevada  on 
behalf  of  the  committee  is  what  is  now 
being  voted  on. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  So  a  vote  of  “yea” 
would  be  for  the  amount  of  $200,000;  is 
that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
thinks  so.  [Laughter.] 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senators  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  and  Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Downey],  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Johnson], 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Maybank],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is- 
lad  [Mr.  McGrath],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  McMahon],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr  Miller],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the 
Senators  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor 
and  Mr.  Tydings]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  and  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  and  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Reed]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  senior  and  junior  Senators  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Hen¬ 
drickson]  are  absent  because  of  illness. 
If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jen- 
ner]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  (Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders],  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Millikin],  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  are  detained  on  official 
business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 


nays  41, 

as  follows : 

YEAS— 30 

Aiken 

Hunt 

Myers 

Byrd 

Ives 

Neely 

Douglas 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pepper 

Dulles 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Frear 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Fulbright 

Langer 

Stennis 

George 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

Lucas 

Thye 

Green 

McFarland 

Vandenberg 

Hoey 

Magnuson 

Withers 
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NAYS— 41 

Brewster 

Gurney 

O’Mahoney 

Bricker 

Hayden 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Russell 

Butler 

Holland 

Schoeppel 

Cain 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Kilgore 

Taft 

Chapman 

Knowland 

Taylor 

Connally 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Donnell 

McClellan 

Wherry 

Ecton 

McKeliar 

Wiley 

Ellender 

Malone 

Williams 

Ferguson 

Martin 

Young 

Gillette 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

-25 

Anderson 

Jenner 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

O’Conor 

Downey 

Long 

Reed 

East' and 

McGrath 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Flanders 

McMahon 

Tobey 

Hendrickson 

Maybanlt 

Tydings 

Hill 

Miller 

Humphrey 

Millikin 
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So  Mr.  Lucas’  amendment,  as  modified, 
to  Mr.  McCarran’s  amendment  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  committee,  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

ANNOUNCEMENT"  AM  TO  CAlflj  OP  THE 

CALENDAR 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  on  Friday 
last  I  announced  that  tomorrow  evening 
we  would  hold  a  night  session.  I  have 
conferred  with  the  minority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry], 
and  other  Senators,  and,  around  7:30 
o’clock  tomorrow,  we  will  start  the  call 
of  the  calendar,  from  the  beginning.  I 
want  Senators  to  be  notified  of  that  fact 
now,  as  I  know  all  Senators  will  want  to 
be  present  when  the  calendar  is  called. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  em¬ 
phasize  again  that  the  calendar  will  be 
called  from  the  beginning,  not  from  the 
point  where  we  left  off  on  the  last  call  of 
the  calendar? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  calendar  will  be 
called  from  beginning  to  end. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator,  by  his  announcement,  mean 
that  the  call  is  for  unobjected-to  bills? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  All  bills.  We  are  going 
to  start  at  the  beginning  and  call  all 
bills.  A 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  But  on W 
bills  to  which  there  is  no  objectioryfis 
that  correct? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Chair  is  correct. 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE— ENROLLED 
BILLS  SIGNED  / 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  hi^-signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  president: 

S.  40.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William  D. 
Norris;  f 

S.  256.  An  act  /to  amend  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  as  amended; 

S.  266.  An  act  modifying  a  limitation  af¬ 
fecting  the  pension,  compensation,  or  retire¬ 
ment  pay  payable  on  account  of  an  incompe¬ 
tent  veteran  without  dependents  during 
hospitalization,  institutional  or  domiciliary 
care;  / 

S./275.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arthur  C. 
Jones; 

447.  An  act  to  amend  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  regulate 


the  transportation,  packing,  marking,  and 
description  of  explosives  and  other  dangerous 
Articles; 

S.  584.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rudolf  A.  V. 
laff; 

S.  811.  An  act  to  adjust  the  effective  date 
bf  certain  awards  of  pensions  and  compensa¬ 
tions  payable  by  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion; 

S.  897.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
Henry  Tickner; 


3ordon; 

S.  1266.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hayward 

D.  Brandon; 

S.  1330.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  allotted  inherited  land  on  the 
Winnebago  Reservation,  Nebr. 

S.  1405.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  admission 
o,  and  the  permanent  residence  in,  the 
Jnited  States  of  Poon  Lim; 

S.  1429.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lacey  C. 
Sapf; 

S.  1742.  An  act  removing  certain  restric- 
ions  imposed  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1888, 
in  certain  lands  authorized  by  such  act  to 
>e  conveyed  to  the  trustees  of  Porter 
Academy;  and 

S.  2010.  An  act  to  extend  for  1  year  the 
uthority  of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’ 
iffairs  respecting  leases  and  leased  property.  A 

RECESS 


Office 


"of 


LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
thatVhe  Senate  stand  in  recess, 

12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow^. 

The  Nation  was  agreed  to;  .find  (at 
6  o’clockVind  50  minutes  p/"m.)  the 
Senate  took  a  recess  until/Tomorrow, 
Tuesday,  JiN[  26,  1949,  of,  12  o’clock 
meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nomina^pns  received  by  the 
Senate  July  25  (l^gis^tive  day  of  June 
2),  1949: 

In  *he  Air  FoXce 

The  following-named  officers  for  tempo¬ 
rary  appointment  in  the  Air  Tforce  of  the 
United  States  under  the  provisions  of  section 
515,  Officej^ersonnel  Act  of  1947' 

To  be  major  generals 
Brigjfeen.  George  Robert  Kennebec^47A, 
United  States  Air  Force  Dental  Corps. 

IjUlg.  Gen.  Harry  George  Armstrong,  201 
Ajft  Force  of  the  United  States  (lieutenaJ 
colonel,  United  States  Air  Force  Medical''' 
■"‘Corps) . 

Chaplain  (Col.)  Charles  Irving  Carpenter, 
668A,  Air  Force  of  the  United  States  (lieu¬ 
tenant  colonel,  U.  S.  Air  Force  Chaplain). 

To  be  brigadier  generals 

Col.  Michael  Gerard  Healy,  188A,  United 
States  Air  Force  Medical  Corps. 

Col.  Otis  Blaine  Schreuder,  198A,  United 
States  Air  Force  Medical  Corps. 

Col.  Robert  Frederick  Tate,  363A,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

Col.  Roger  James  Browne,  449A,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

Col.  Richard  Joseph  O’Keefe,  566A,  United 
States  Air  Force. 

Col.  Dan  Clark  Ogle,  602A,  United  States 
Air  Force  Medical  Corps. 

Col.  Albert  Henry  Schwichtenberg,  665A, 
United  States  Air  Force  Medical  Corps. 

Col.  William  Henry  Powell,  Jr.,  684A,  Air 
Force  of  the  United  States  (lieutenant  colo¬ 
nel,  U.  S.  Air  Force  Medical  Corps). 

Postmasters 

The  following-named  persons  to  be  post¬ 
masters: 

ALABAMA  |> 

William  L.  Albritton,  Camden,  Ala.,  in 
place  of  H.  H.  Dale,  retired. 

Robert  C.  Salter,  Castleberry,  Ala.,  in  place 
of  E.  H.  Carter,  transferred. 


Mary  M.  Davis,  Chunchula,  Ala. 
became  Presidential  July  1,  1948. 

Autry  S.  King,  Eight  Mile,  Ala.,  in  plac 
R.  L.  Williams,  resigned. 

John  P.  Gottler,  Elberta,  Ala.,  in  pl&ce  of 
L.  Lindoerfer,  resigned. 

Russell  S.  Campbell,  Heflin,  Ala.,^fi  place  of 
C.  L.  Wager,  removed. 

ARKANSAS 

William  L.  Nabors,  Dongl&son,  Ark.,  In 
place  of  J.  H.  Long,  retired 

Roger  P.  Klie,  Grady,  A^k.,  in  place  of  A.  J. 
Clemmons,  deceased. 

Paul  E.  Williamson  ./Tr.,  Holly  Grove,  Ark., 
in  place  of  R.  L.  Saiif  transferred. 

Avery  A.  Kaylor.ytavaca,  Ark.,  in  place  of 

E.  J.  Stroub,  declined. 

Harold  M.  JinJEs,  Piggott,  Ark.,  in  place  of 
R.  McNiel,  resWned. 

Anna  P.  Es^ary,  State  College,  Ark.,  in  place 
of  N.  A.  Ro«rs,  removed. 

Lois  G.JWright,  Sweet  Home,  Ark.,  in  place 
of  E.  F.  Jillodfrey,  resigned. 

CALIFORNIA 

bmas  B.  Thomson,  Azusa,  Calif.,  in  place 
ofysV.  Mclntire,  resigned. 

lonte  F.  Inskeep,  Buena  Park,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  C.  W.  Brenner,  retired. 

Floyd  W.  Patterson,  Coyote,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  M.  A.  Rodoni,  retired. 

Thomas  H.  Ellis,  Jr.,  Cutten,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  R.  W.  Mitchell,  resigned. 

Ruby  E.  Sportsman,  Fellows,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  W.  A.  Filer,  resigned. 

Clarence  L.  Batten,  Fortuna,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  P.  W.  Hunter,  retired. 

Cecil  E.  Bolt,  Fowler,  Calif.,  in  place  of 
J.  W.  Winton,  deceased. 

Ellen  I.  Fitzgerald,  Happy  Camp,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  V.  L.  Toleman,  resigned. 

Earl  W.  Johnston,  Ivanhoe,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  W.  F.  Pritchard,  deceased. 

Anselmo  G.  Escobar,  Mecca,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  A.  B.  Ruth,  resigned. 

Angus  F.  Greene,  Muroc,  Calif.,  in  place  of 

F.  J.  Schultz,  resigned. 

George  H.  Gaskins,  Oleum,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  S.  Briggs,  resigned. 

Hamil  L.  Arthurs,  San  Marcos,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  S.  L.  Diaz,  resigned. 

Gilbert  Cobarubia,  Sloughhouse,  Calif. 
Office  became  Presidential  July  1,  1948. 

Edwin  O.  King,  Sonora,  Calif.,  in  place  of 
C.  E.  Ortega,  retired. 

COLORADO 

Alice  P.  Allison,  Eaton,  Colo.,  in  place  of 

G.  F.  Springston,  deceased. 

CONNECTICUT 

Mohn  F.  Heneghan,  Hartford,  Conn.,  in 
pl?^e  of  E.  J.  Dillon,  deceased. 

rgaret  S.  Barboza,  New  Hartford,  Conn., 
in  place  of  M.  W.  Sinnott,  retired. 

Geoi^e  A.  Sharon,  Somers,  Conn.,  in  place 
of  N.  E.  ayelch,  retired. 

Arthur  Buttery,  Waterford,  Conn.,  in 
place  of  J.  X  Burns,  retired. 

FLORIDA 

Julian  F.  CliBtpn,  Flagler  Beach,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  C.  E.  Ranger,  retired. 

Margaret  V.  Limteey,  Homosassa  Springs, 
Fla.  Office  became  Residential  July  1,  1943. 

George  E.  Lawrencejtflrand  Ridge,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  I.  B.  McMillan, \emoved. 

Leland  R.  Brallier,  Lake  Butler,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  M.  G.  Langford,  reigned. 

Jessie  L.  Justice,  Lake  Hamilton,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  H.  D.  Hall,  deceased. 

Harry  J.  Hopcraft,  Mount  Ef^-a,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  C.  C.  Dooley,  deceased. 

Herbert  A.  Marlowe,  Newberry^Fla., 
place  of  E.  L.  Hadsock,  resigned. 

Joseph  W.  Padgett,  Panama  City, 
place  of  R.  R.  Morris,  resigned. 

William  D.  Thomas,  Samoset,  Fla. 
became  Presidential  July  1,  1948. 

Charlotte  L.  Jenkins,  Sharpes,  Fla.  Office 
became  Presidential  July  1,  1948. 


in 


in 


e 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  25  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr,  McCarran  to  tbe  bill  (H.  E. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  tbe  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  1,  after  line  10,  insert  the  following: 

1  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation: 

2  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign 

3  Economic  Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472, 

4  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  47,  Eighty- 

5  first  Congress,  including  per  diem  and  subsistence  expenses, 

6  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  ap- 

7  proved  June  9,  1949,  $344,000:  Provided,  That  this  appro- 

8  priation  shall  be  available  from  and  including  July  1,  1949, 

9  for  the  purpose  provided  herein.  All  obligations  incurred 
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1  during  the  period  between  July  1,  1949,  and  the  date  of 

2  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation  of  such  appro- 

3  priation  are  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance 

4  with  the  terms  hereof. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  25  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Knowland  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  7,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

1  CHINESE  STUDENTS 

2  The  President  is  authorized  and  directed  to  allocate  to 

3  the  Secretary  of  State  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any 

4  unobligated  balance  of  the  amount  made  available  under 

5  section  12  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Eco- 

6  nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948”,  approved  April  19,  1949 

7  (Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress),  to  be  used,  under 
3  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  prescribe, 
9  for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition,  subsistence,  and  return 
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1  passage  to  China  for  selected  citizens  of  China  to  study  in 

2  accredited  colleges,  universities,  or  other  educational  institu- 

3  tions  in  the  United  States  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State 

4  for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount  to  remain 

5  available  until  expended. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  25  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kem  (for  himself,  Mr.  Wherry, 
and  Mr.  McClellan)  to  the  bill  (H.  K.  4830)  making 
appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  14,  after  line  15,  insert  the  following: 

2  “Sec.  202.  No  part  of  the  appropriations  contained  in 

3  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  participating  country,  the 

4  government  or  any  agency  thereof,  which  shall,  after  the 

5  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  acquire  or  operate,  in  whole 

6  or  in  part  any  basic  industry  thereof,  other  than  industries 

7  the  acquisition  of  which  has  been  completed  prior  to  the 

8  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.” 

9  On  page  14,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  202”  and  insert 
10  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  203”. 
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IE  NORTH  ATLANTIC  PACT— EDITORIAL 
IOM  REGISTER-GUARD,  EUGENE, 
EG. 

Mr.\MORSE.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  best  editorials  I  have  read  on  the 
North  Atlantic  Pact  issue  was  published 
recently  irk  the  Eugene  Register-Guard, 
of  Eugene,  Greg.,  my  home  town  news¬ 
paper.  It  is  So  completely  in  line  with 
the  issue  as  iNaave  seen  it  that  I  ask 
unanimous  consdfit  to  have  the  entire 
editorial  printed  irnihe  body  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  as  a  part  of  m^remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito¬ 
rial  was  ordered  to  b^printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


DECISION  IS  CUE  FOR 


ACT 


Nobody  can  view  the  No^h  Atlantic 
Pact — about  to  be  confirmed  by\he  United 
States  Senate — without  some  nflegivings, 
but  we  stand  with  those  who  feel  tnht  it  is 
at  least  a  first  step  toward  implemJtoting 
democratic  policy  both  in  and  ouV  of 
United  Nations.  In  fact,  we  have  been  cc 
mitted  to  some  such  course  since  long  be 
fore  the  Atlantic  Pact  was  thought  of  as^ 
such.  Since  we  first  agreed  to  participate 
in  the  effort  to  set  up  some  form  of  world 
government,  we  have  been  committed  to 
find  some  means  to  back  up  the  principles 
which  we  have  shouted  from  the  housetops. 

To  all  of  the  arguments  that  this  is  not 
the  best  possible  plan  of  action  we  respond 
that  it  is  at  least  a  plan  of  action,  and  we 
are  reminded  of  the  irritable  old  colonel  of 
artillery  who  pounced  on  the  earnest  young 
lieutenant  who  was  holding  up  fire  to  figure 
out  exactly  the  best  angle  to  shoot  from: 

“Damn  it  all,  young  man,”  raved  the  col¬ 
onel,  the  worst  plan  in  the  world  well  exe¬ 
cuted  is  a  *  *  *  better  than  the  per¬ 

fect  plan  never  carried  out.  Get  going!” 

The  North  Atlantic  Pact  does  not  take  us 
out  of  United  Nations.  Properly  guided  it 
provides  a  means  by  which  the  allied  west¬ 
ern  nations  can  cooperate  more  effectively 
within  United  Nations.  It  meets  the  Rus¬ 
sians  with  the  only  arguments  which  they 
seem  to  respect — the  readiness  to  use  force. 
It  does  not  mean  that  force  will  be  used,  but 
that  force  can  be  applied  and  quickly  if  ag¬ 
gressions  do  not  stop. 

Effective  world  government  is  to  be  de¬ 
sired  but  it  cannot  be  created  overnight.  We 
have  our  own  long  and  bitter  experience  in 
trying  to  form  a  Federal  union  to  remind  us 
that  any  effort  to  form  a  world  union  will^ 
be  slow  and  difficult. 

Decision  is  always  better  than  indecisia 
and  if  the  North  Atlantic  Pact  merely  afves 
the  western  nations  an  instrument  fgr  de¬ 
cisions  it  will  have  a  good  result. 

How  far  we  can  afford  to  go  in  farming 
the  nations  of  western  Europe  j/t  another 
.  problem.  There  again  it  stan^r  to  reason 
that  we  shall  have  to  give  tUem  such  aid 
as  we  can  afford  while  insiaRng  that  they 
must  exert  themselves  to  t)Ce  limit  in  self- 
help.  Much  progress  ha^roeen  made  under 
the  Marshall  plan  for  eaCnomic  aid,  despite 
its  many  faults.  Much  progress,  can  be 
made  under  the  Nortft  Atlantic  Pact  which 
supplements  the  IvUnshall  plan  with  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  concert qfl  action  in  the  field  of 
politics. 

There  is  no  dffawing  back  from  the  course 
to  which  weyare  dedicated,  costly  and  dan¬ 
gerous  as  hr  may  be.  The  most  important 
thing  is  txat  the  ultimate  goal  shall  not  be 
lost  to  yCw  and  that  is  some  form  of  world 
union  binder  which  nations  can  begin  to 
disanr  and  submit  their  disputes  to  de¬ 
cisions  of  law  instead  of  force. 

/e  cannot  achieve  these  aims  by  passive 
Policies.  We  must  take  risks. 


PRICING  PRACTICES— MORATORIUM 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1008)  to 
define  the  application  of  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act  and  the  Clayton 
Act  to  certain  pricing  practices,  which 
were,  on  page  2,  line  15,  to  strike  out  all 
after  “faith”  down  to  and  including 
“competition)  ”  in  line  17  and  insert  “ex¬ 
cept  where  such  absorption  of  freight 
would  be  such  that  its  effect  upon  com¬ 
petition  may  be  that  prohibited  by  this 
section”:  on  page  3,  lines  9  and  10,  strike 
out  “(other  than  a  discrimination  which 
will  substantially  lessen  competition)  ” 
and  insert  “(if  the  discrimination  is  not 
such  that  its  effect  upon  competition  may 
be  that  prohibited  by  this  section)”;  on 
page  3,  line  14,  after  “competitor”  insert 
a  comma  and  “and  this  may  include  the 
maintenance,  above  or  below  the  price  of 
such  competitor,  of  a  differential  in  price 
which  such  seller  customarily  main¬ 
tains,”  and  on  page  4,  line  7,  strike  out 
^‘substantial  and  probative  evidence” 
id  insert  “reasonable  probability.” 

Ir.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President* 
mote  that  the  Senate  disagree  t<ythe 
amerifenents  of  the  House,  ask  9/con- 
ferencettvith  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  vote3\pf  the  two  Houses  thafon,  and 
that  the  Gaair  appoint  the  cgnferees  on 
the  part  of  ihe  Senate. 

The  motiorkwas  agreedSto;  and  the 
Vice  Presidenr^ppointaQ  Mr.  McCar- 
ran,  Mr.  O’CoNoteancLAfr.  Wiley  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part\f/<ne  Senate. 

Mr.  LONG  sub^fcouently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  shouldnil^^o  enter  a  motion 
to  reconsider  th^vote\y  which  Senate 
bill  1008  was  s^it  to  conference. 

It  was  my  understandin^sfiaving  over¬ 
heard  a  conversation  betweetethe  senior 
Senator  f/p m  Nevada  [Mr.  nScCarran] 
and  tha/Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  that  we  were  to  be  testified 
befoce  a  motion  was  made  to  sene 
bil^o  conference.  I  made  a  speecli>  n 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  stated 
personally  thought  it  would  be  in  the 
rinterest  of  the  small-business  people  of 
the  country  if  that  bill  never  went  to 
conference.  I  thought  we  were  to  be 
notified,  and  I  was  on  my  way  to  the 
Senate  Chamber  at  the  time  the  motion 
was  made.  I  should  like  at  this  time  to 
enter  a  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  sent  to  conference. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  enters  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  the  vote  by  which  Senate  bill 
1008  was  sent  to  conference,  and  invites 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  McCarran!  .  All  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  can  do  at  this  time  is 
enter  the  motion.  It  cannot  be  acted 
upon  at  this  time. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
understood  that  we  were  to  be  advised 
when  this  motion  was  brought  up,  in 
order  that  we  could  make  a  motion  to 
concur  in  the  House  amendments.  I 
was  present  in  the  Chamber,  but  there 


was  so  much  confusion  that  I  did  no/ 
hear  the  motion  of  the  Senator  frodi 
Nevada.  I  assumed  that  we  would  have 
an  opportunity  to  present  our  motion  to 
concur  in  the  House  amendment 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I/Will  fur¬ 
ther  state  that  I  had  been  discussing  a 
compromise  on  this  matt^f  with  the 
senior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney  1.  It  was  his^understanding 
also  that  no  action  woufd  be  taken  until 
we  had  had  an  opportunity  to  consider 
the  House  amendments  and  to  move  to 
concur  in  them,  qr  possibly  agree  upon 
the  final  form  the  bill  should  take. 

Mr.  KEFAUyER.  I  had  also  been  in 
those  conferences,  and  had  the  same  im¬ 
pression.  I 'was  very  much  surprised 
when  I  wsts  notified  a  few  minutes  ago 
that  the/bill  had  already  been  sent  to 
conference.  I  wonder  if  the  distin- 
guisl>ed  Senator  from  Nevada  would 
to  set  aside  the  action  of  the  Sen¬ 
sending  the  bill  to  conference,  so  as 
give  us  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in 
support  of  our  motion  to  concur  in  the 
House  amendments,  or  at  least  wait  until 
we  can  see  what  we  can  do  in  the  way  of 
working  out  a  compromise  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney  1. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  requests 
which  previously  have  been  made,  and 
I  desire  to  express  the  hope  that  the  able 
and  generous  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
McCarran!  will  comply  with  the  requests. 
Some  of  us  feel  very  strongly  that  the 
House  amendments  are  desirable,  and  we 
should  like  at  least  to  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  be  heard  before  disposition  of 
this  matter  is  made. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
order  that  the  Senate  may  know  the  his¬ 
tory  of  this  proposed  legislation,  it  is 
well  to  state  that  the  bill  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  went  to  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  and  was  there  amended.  A  mess¬ 
age  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
with  respect  to  the  bill  has  been  here  for 
some  time.  I  shall  have  to  guess,  at  the 
moment,  about  the  length  of  time,  but  I 
hink  it  has  been  here  about  3  weeks.  If 
\am  in  error  on  that  matter,  I  stand 
refeiy  to  be  corrected. 

Hie  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
LoNGWnd  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  KSfauver]  came  to  me  and  asked 
me  thatNttiey  be  notified  so  that  they 
could  be  Resent  when  any  motion  on 
this  matter  was  made.  I  saw  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  on  the 
floor  today.  I  thought  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  was  on  the  floor. 
The  Senator  froirk  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell]  had  also  expressed  a  desire  to  be 
present  when  this  ma'her  was  discussed, 
and  I  saw  him  on  the  floor.  So  I  made 
the  motion. 

The  matter  had  remained  undisposed 
of  too  long.  There  has  been  a.  great  de¬ 
mand  from  various  Senators  that  some¬ 
thing  be  done  about  it. 

I  made  the  motion  which  I  think  I 
should  have  made,  namely,  that  the  bill 
go  to  conference,  and  I  sent  to  the  Chair 
the  names  of  the  suggested  conferees. 
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In  justice  to  the  bill  and  in  view  of  its 
importance  to  the  country,  I  cannot  con¬ 
sent  to  any  other  course. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  motion 
to  reconsider  has  been  entered,  and  will 
be  taken  up  later. 

Mr.  LONG  subsequently  said:  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  should  like  to  state  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord  that  earlier  today,  when  the  senior 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran] 
moved  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
House  amendments  to  Senate  bill  1008, 
and  to  send  the  bill,  to  conference,  that 
action  was  in  conflict  with  an  agree¬ 
ment  he  had  had  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  to  which 
I  was  a  witness  and  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  also  was  a 
witness,  to  the  effect  that  he  would  notify 
us  at  the  time  when  he  was  ready  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  that'jjnatter. 

It  was  my  feeling  that  the  House 
amendments  were  absolutely  essential  to 
protect  the  small-business  people  of  the 
Nation.  I  had  read  in  the  Journal  of 
Commerce  an  item  to  the  effect  that  cer¬ 
tain  Members  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  hoped  that  in  conference  they 
would  be  able  to  throw  out  the  House 
amendments  which  had  the  purpose  of 
protecting  the  small-business  men  of  the 
Nation. 

I  wished  to  discuss  that  matter  when 
the  subject  came  up.  I  was  discussing 
it  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  when  sud¬ 
denly,  completely  to  my  surprise,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carran],  in  a  low  tone  of  voice,  earlier 
today,  moved  that  the  Senate  disagree 
with  the  amendments  of  the  House,  re¬ 
quest  a  conference  on  that  matter  with 
the  House,  and  that  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  be  appointed. 

It  is  true  that  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  was  on  the 
floor  at  the  time;  but  he  was  talking  to 
the  distinguished  Presiding  Officer  at  the 
moment,  and  did  not  hear  the  motion. 
For  that  matter,  several  other  Senators 
who  are  interested  in  the  matter  did  not 
hear  the  motion,  either. 

It  was  only  after  the  motion  had  been 
agreed  to,  that  I  obtained  the  floor  and 
moved  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  motion  was  agreed  ,to. 
I  felt  that  we  should  have  a  chance  to  ex¬ 
plain  why  we  felt  the  House  amendments 
should  agreed  to  by  the  Senate.  - 

When  the  senior  Senator  from  Nevada 
stated  that  he  would  notify  when  he 
was  ready  to  proceed  with  th£  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  matter,  I  understood  that 
that  meant  he  would  tell  us  personally, 
rather  than  simply  ri$e  and  make  the 
motion,  for  of  course  knew  there  was 
opposition  to  it. 

I  should  like  to  state  that  at  the  con¬ 
venience  of  the  majority  leader,  and 
without  affecting  the  status  of  the  un¬ 
finished  business,  I  shall  move  that  the 
Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  this 
bill  was  sent  to  conference.  At  that 
time  I  shall  ask  that  a  quorum  call  be 
had,  and  following  that  I  shall  present 
my  arguments  why  the  motion  should  be 
reconsidered  and  why  we  should  be  heard 
on  the  question  of  placing  the  House 
amendments  in  the  bill.  I  think  the 
amendments  which  have  been  made  by 


the  House  of  Representatives  should  be 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
on  the  floor  at  the  time,  and  I  heard  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  make 
the  motion  that  the  Senate  disagree  to 
the  House  amendments,  request  a  con¬ 
ference  thereon  with  the  House,  and  that 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate.  I  do  not  wish  to  get  into 
any  altercation  in  regard  to  any  under¬ 
standing  about  which  I  do  not  know. 

Personally,  the  action  which  was  taken 
pleased  me  very  much,  because  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  has  been  hanging  fire 
for  3  or  4  weeks.  Regardless  of 
whether  Senators  favor  or  oppose  the 
amendments  which  have  been  adopted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives,  I  think 
all  Senators  who  are  interested  in  the 
matter  should  have  their  day  in  court, 
so  to  speak. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  his  rights 
have  been  fully  protected,  for  the  motion 
to  reconsider  has  been  properly  filed. 
Every  argument  he  wishes  to  make  re¬ 
garding  the  proposed  legislation  can  now. 
be  made.  Of  course,  if  some  Senator  had 
moved  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  would  have  been  cut  off  without 
having  an  opportunity  to  engage  in  any 
debate  afe.all  on  the  subject  in  which  he 
is  interested.  However,  I  am  satisfied 
that  all  Members  of  the  Senate  were  con¬ 
siderate  of  the  Senator’s  position  in  the 
matter. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  that  his  motion  to  reconsider  is 
timely.  I  hope  he  will  bring  it  up  as  soon 
as  possible,  so  that  we  may  finally  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  matter,  because  this  measure 
has  been  passed  by  both  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives;  and  in 
the  final  analysis,  the  question  is  whether 
we  shall  accept  the  conference  report  or 
whether  we  shall  not.  The  sooner  we 
can  obtain  a  conference  report  on  the 
bill,  the  better  it  will  be,  I  think. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  there  will 
not  be  further  argument  between  Sena¬ 
tors  as  to  who  said  what. 

Of  course  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
present  his  arguments.  But  I  appeal  to 
him  to  present  his  arguments  and  let 
this  bill  be  sent  to  conference,  so  that 
we  may  obtain  final  action  on  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  may  say 
the  fact  that  the  House  amendments 
have  been  before  the  Senate  for  3  weeks 
was  completely  at  the  option  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada.  He  could  have  made 
a  motion  at  any  moment.  All  we  asked 
was  the  right  to  know  that  he  was  going 
to  make  such  a  motion,  so  we  could  have 
a  chance  to  be  heard.  The  Senate  passed 
the  bill  and  agreed  to  the  Kefauver 
amendment,  which  would  have  saved  the 
Robinson-Patman  Act.  I  believe  that 
was  one  of  the  finest  acts  ever  drawn  for 
the  protection  of  small-business  people. 
When  the  bill  went  to  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  an  effort  was  made  to  cut 
out  the  Kefauver  amendment  so  as  to 
destroy  the  Robinson-Patman  Act.  The 
House  would  not  agree  to  it.  The  House 
inserted  in  the  bill  even  stronger  lan¬ 
guage  to  protect  the  Robinson-Patman 


Act.  Here,  we  see  in  the  Journal  of  Com-/ 
merce  that  this  bill  is  to  go  to  conferenqg, 
and  every  effort  once  again  made  to  take 
the  amendment  out  of  the  bill,  although 
both  Houses  have  agreed  to  it.  It/ivould 
be  against  the  rules  to  do  it.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  we  read  in  the  press  that  it  is  going 
to  be  attempted.  / 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  second  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  the  pending  question. 

The  Legisative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
beginning  in  line  2,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “$1,074,000,000”  and  insert 
“$1,000,000,000.” 

,  MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
■reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  2021)  to  provide  increased  pen¬ 
sions  for  widows  and  children  of  de¬ 
ceased  members  and  retired  members  of 
the  Police  Department  and  the  Fire  De¬ 
partment  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  4963)  to  provide  for  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  additional  circuit  and  district 
judges,  and  for  other  purposes. 

ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
.  the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  enrolled  bill  (H.  R.  2021)  to  provide 
increased  pensions  for  widows  and  chil¬ 
dren  of  deceased  members  and  retired 
members  of  the  Police  Department  and 
the  Fire  Department  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  it  was  signed  by  the  Vice 
.-President. 

REPORT  BY  SENATOR  ELLENDER  ON  HIS 
VISIT  TO  WESTERN  EUROPE 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
gave  notice  yesterday  that  I  would  have 
a  few  words  to  say  with  respect  to  the 
trip  I  recently  made  to  western  Europe. 
As  most  Senators  know,  I  was  selected  as 
adviser  to  the  United  States  delegation 
at  the  second  assembly  of  the  World 
Health  Organization,  which  met  at 
Rome,  Italy. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  indulge  in  too 
many  details  of  my  trip,  but  I  merely 
wish  to  make  a  few  observations  and 
suggestions  as  a  result  of  what  I  saw  and 
of  what  I  heard  people  say  about  the  ECA 
program  at  work. 

Soon  after  reaching  Rome,  I  obtained 
permission  from  the  chairman  of  our 
delegation  to  visit  various  portions  of 
Italy  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  how 
effectively  ECA  funds  are  being  used.  I 
made  three  trips  by  automobile  through 
Italy,  on  my  own  initiative  and  at  my 
own  expense.  I  went  to  the  south  along 
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the  coast  as  far  as  Salerno,  to  the  north 
as  far  as  Florence  and  returned  to  Rome 
by  way  of  Pisa.  When  I  completed 
my  duties  as  adviser  to  our  delegation, 
I  left  Rome  for  Milan,  by  way  of 
Ravenna  and  other  important  cities  in 
the  heart  of  the  Po  Valley.  These  trips 
carried  me  through  the  most  important 
agricultural  and  industrial  sections  of 
Italy  and  I  was  able  to  obtain  a  very  good 
picture  of  the  situation  in  that  country. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  was  agreeably 
surprised  at  the  change  which  has  taken 
place  in  all  the  countries  I  visited,  in  con¬ 
trast  to  the  conditions  which  existed 
there  3  years  ago  when  I  visited  the  same 
countries.  A  man  would  have  to  be 
totally  blind  to  fail  to  note  decided  im¬ 
provement.  Retail  stores  were  filled 
with  goods  and  merchandise.  Restau¬ 
rants  were  well  supplied  with  food.  More 
people  were  at  work.  A  feeling  of  assur¬ 
ance  was  noticeable  among  the  people  of 
most  of  the  countries  I  visited.  I  asked 
many  persons,  in  every  walk  of  life, 
about  the  improvement  of  conditions, 
during  the  last  3  years.  They  were 
unanimous  in  saying  that  there  has  been 
considerable  progress.  Many  agreed 
that  although  progress  had  been  made 
there  was  room  for  improvement,  espe¬ 
cially  was  that  sentiment  often  expressed 
among  the  working  classes.  I  found 
that  the  cost  of  goods  was  extremely 
high.  I  visited  hotels,  restaurants,  and 
many  stores,  including  grocery  stores, 
butcher  shops,  shoe  shops,  department 
stores,  and  drug  stores.  I  talked  to  cab 
drivers,  farmers,  salesmen,  laborers,  shop 
owners,  government  officials,  doctors — 
in  fact,  to  people  in  all  walks  of  life.  In 
every  country  I  visited,  with  the  probable 
exception  of  England  and  Holland,  I 
found  that  the  cost  of  living  was  totally 
out  of  line  with  the  wages  paid  to  the 
workers.  Except  in  the  two  countries 
I  have  just  mentioned,  I  found  that  the 
cost  of  food  and  clothing  is  about  the 
same  as  it  is  in  the  United  States.  I  in¬ 
quired  of  the  storekeepers  how  they  were 
progressing,  whether  their  present  profits 
were  comparable  to  those  of  3  years  ago. 
Most  of  them  reported  some  improve¬ 
ment,  but  complained  that  as  time  went 
on,  taxes  took  a  greater  share  of  their 
profits. 

As  I  moved  about  Italy,  I  inquired 
about  the  use  to  which  ECA  counterpart 
funds  are  being  put.  I  found  that  most 
of  the  counterpart  funds  are  being  used 
most  appropriately.  I  visited  many  irri¬ 
gation  and  reclamation  projects  which 
are  being  financed  through  ECA  funds 
in  order  to  reclaim  considerable  areas  of 
land  on  the  Volturno  and  Sele  Rivers, 
and  in  other  sections  of  Italy.  I  found 
that  the  projects  which  are  being  un¬ 
dertaken  in  Italy  with  ECA  counterpart 
funds  are  accomplishing  two  things. 
They  are  giving  employment  to  many 
men  and  women  who  otherwise  would  be 
unemployed,  and  they  are  creating  more 
cultivable  land  to  help  Italy  increase  her 
food  production,  which  is  most  necessary. 

Viewing  the  projects  which  are  being 
developed  in  Italy  through  ECA  funds, 
I  was  reminded  very  much  of  the  old 
WPA  days  in  the  United  States  when,  in 
order  to  give  employment,  many  people 
were  made  to  do  work  by  hand.  Not  far 
from  the  Sele  River,  I  noticed  as  many 


as  700  Italians  with  picks  and  shovels 
digging  a  canal  about  30  feet  wide  and 
about  10  feet  deep,  to  be  used  to  carry 
water  for  irrigation  purposes.  I  asked 
why  machinery  was  not  used.  The  an¬ 
swer,  of  course,  was  that  one  of  the  great 
difficulties  confronting  Italy  is  unem- 
plpyment.  I  am  told  that  unemployment 
there  has  reached  a  dangerous  stage, 
with  over  2,000,000  persons  out  of  work. 

My  survey  of  Italy  convinces  me  that 
there  is  much  food,  much  clothing, 
much  of  everything,  but  a  large  per¬ 
centage  of  the  people  have  not  sufficient 
money  with  which  to  buy  the  goods  they 
need,  for  the  simple  reason  that  prices 
are  too  high.  The  wages  that  workmen 
receive  is  far  out  of  line  with  the  prices 
that  they  must  pay  for  food  and 
clothing. 

In  my  visits  to  Switzerland,  France, 
Belgium,  Holland,  and  Luxemburg, -  as 
well  as  Germany  and  England,  I  found 
the  same  pattern;  that  is,  goods  are 
plentiful,  both  articles  of  food  and  ar¬ 
ticles  of  wearing  apparel,  but  the  prices 
were  so  far  beyond  the  reach  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  that  they  are  unable  to  purchase  sup¬ 
plies  for  their  everyday  needs.  As  I 
indicated  a  few  minutes  ago,  although 
prices  were  high  in  Holland  and  Great 
Britain,  the  wages  paid  to  workers  in 
those  countries  were  more  in  line  with 
the  cost  of  living.  Aside  from  that  as 
most  Senators  know,  price  control  still 
prevails  in  those  two  countries,  and  it  is 
particularly  rigid  in  England.  If  it  were 
not  for  price  controls  in  England,  with 
the  shortage  of  food  in  that  country  to¬ 
day,  I  am  sure  there  would  be  many  peo¬ 
ple  going  hungry. 

Industi'y  has  made  tremendous  prog¬ 
ress  in  all  of  the  countries  I  visited,  but 
the  movement  of  finished  goods  has 
slowed  down  considerably  in  the  last  few 
months,  from  what  I  have  been  able  to 
learn.  Every  industrial  owner  or  op¬ 
erator  with  whom  I  talked  reported  the 
same  trend.  The  situation  has  reached 
such  a  point  that  the  countries  we  are 
now  assisting  are  suffering  from  the  same 
difficulty  we  are  now  experiencing  in  the 
United  States.  As  Senators  know,  many 
of  our  industrial  plants  have  slowed  down 
considerably,  and  unemployment  faces 
us,  because  many  factories  have  been 
overproduction  to  such  an  extent  that 
they  cannot  find  outlets  for  all  their 
manufactured  products.  Industry  in 
western  Europe,  in  my  opinion,  has 
reached  that  point.  Manufacturers  have 
reached  the  point  where  they  cannot 
move  their  entire  output  either  at  home 
or  abroad.  The  only  difference  between 
us  and  those  countries  is,  we  are  able  to 
produce,  in  almost  any  category,  a  fin¬ 
ished  product  much  cheaper  than  they 
and  unless - 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to'  the 
Senator  from  Texas? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Is  that  because  of 
the  lack  of  purchasing  power  among  thq> 
people,  or  is  it  because  they  do  not  need 
the  articles? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  just  indi¬ 
cated,  it  is  because  most  of  the  people 


do  not  have  sufficient  money  with  which 
to  buy  the  products  they  need.  I  talked 
to  many  workmen  in  each  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  visited,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining 
their  compensations.  A  bricklayer  or  a 
carpenter  in  France,  or  in  Belgium  or 
in  Luxemburg,  receives  from  $4.50  to 
$5.50  a  day  for  8  hours’  work.  His  cost 
of  living  is  as  great  as  that  of  a  car¬ 
penter  or  bricklayer  in  this  country,  yet 
the  scale  of  wages  in  western  Europe 
is  about  a  third  of  what  it  is  in  America. 
The  goods  are  available,  and  they  are 
badly  needed  by  the  people,  but  those 
who  need  them  do  not  have  sufficient 
money  with  which  to  buy  them.  With 
few  exceptions,  I  found  that  it  required 
from  75  to  85  percent  of  a  wage  earner’s 
pay  for  food  alone. 

I  feel  that  a  good  deal  of  the  money  we 
are  sending  to  western  Europe  is  missing 
the  target.  That  is,  it  has  brought  some 
prosperity  and,  with  it,  high  prices. 
It  serves  no  good  purpose  to  create  abun¬ 
dance  unless  the  people  are  able  to  par¬ 
take  of  that  abundance.  After  the  war 
there  was  a  market  for  all  the  steel  Bel¬ 
gium  could  produce.  There  was  a  mar¬ 
ket  in  America  for  many  European  prod¬ 
ucts — automobiles  from  England  and 
wines  and  fats  from  Italy.  But  when  we 
reached  full  production  our  cupboards 
became  full  and  we  accumulated  a  sur¬ 
plus.  We  can  undersell  the  Europeans, 
and,  consequently,  a  substantial  portion 
of  their  market  over  here  has  disap¬ 
peared. 

Four  years  ago  we  were  told  that  in 
order  to  put  Great  Britain  on  her  feet 
we  would  have  to  lend  her  almost  $4,000,- 
000,000.  We  made  that  loan,  and  by  way 
of  other  loans  and  ECA  grants  we  have 
made  additional  billions  available  to  the 
British.  In  spite  of  all  this  American 
aid.  Great  Britain  is  still  in  bad  shape. 
I  say  this  not  by  way  of  criticism.  The 
facts  are  based  upon  actual  observation. 
I  grant  that  my  survey  was  superficial, 
but  after  my  stay  in  Italy  I  spent  3  weeks 
in  making  this  survey  in  other  countries, 
at  my  own  expense,  in  order  to  ascertain 
for  myself  whether  the  continuation  of 
the  spending  of  ECA  funds  would  do  the 
job  unless  cooperation  was  practiced  by 
the  countries  we  are  assisting.  Perhaps 
we  should  strengthen  the  bill  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate  so  that  we  shall 
be  able  to  say  to  those  countries,  “Here 
is  a  pie  cut  into  16  pieces.  Each  piece 
of  pie  represents  so  much  money  for  each 
of  you.  If  you — England,  France,  or  Bel¬ 
gium — want  a  piece  of  the  pie,  you  must 
conform  to  certain  requirements.” 

As  will  be  recalled,  when  the  Marshall 
plan  first  came  before  the  Senate  some 
of  us  thought  something  like  that  should 
be  done,  but  the  State  Department  pre¬ 
vailed  on  us  not  to  do  so.  The  State 
Department  felt  that  the  matter  could 
be  worked  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  all. 
As  I  see  the  picture,  unless  there  is  a 
drastic  change  in  the  manner  in  which 
the  ERP  nations  are  now  acting  toward 
each  other,  with  particular  reference  to 
the  exchange  of  currencies,  the  Marshall 
plan  is  doomed  to  failure.  Convertibility 
of  currency  is  the  most  important  thing 
to  be  done  if  the  Marshall  plan  is  to 
work  successfully.  The  countries  of 
western  Europe  must  have  faith  in  onu 
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another’s  currencies,  and  must  use  them 
freely  to  buy  from  one  another  as  they 
did  before  the  war. 

Crossing  the  border  from  Luxemburg 
into  Belgium  I  noticed  two  automobiles 
with  each  a  Holland  license.  They  had 
eggs,  chickens,  and  bacon  on  board.  I 
became  suspicious  and  began  to  inquire. 
The  drivers  said  they  had  to  bring  along 
produce  of  some  kind  that  could  be  sold 
readily  in  order  to  pay  for  the  gasoline 
they  needed  to  travel  from  their  coun¬ 
try  to  other  countries.  I  saw  the  same 
condition  at  other  borders.  In  other 
words,  the  money  issued  by  the  countries 
whence  those  persons  came  could  not 
be  used  to  buy  gasoline,  a  necessity  for 
the  everyday  flow  of  commerce,  in  other 
countries.  I  say  that  in  order  for  the 
Marshall  plan  to  succeed  it  is  necessary 
that  something  be  done  now— not  next 
year,  but  now — to  make  it  possible  for 
the  countries  of  western  Europe  to  trade 
with  one  another  as  heretofore. 

I  received  information  from  several 
high  officials  of  countries  we  are  now 
assisting  that  if  it  were  left  to  the  con¬ 
tinental  nations  of  western  Europe  they 
would  have  no  difficulty  in  getting  to¬ 
gether,  but  the  country  which  stands  in 
the  way — and  we  are  backing  it — is  Great 
Britain.  There  can  be  no  doubt  about 
that.  From  information  received  by  me 
from  a  reliable  source,  I  am  convinced 
there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  solving 
the  problem  of  their  currency  and  com¬ 
modity  exchanges  if  it  were  not  for  the 
fact  that  the  United  Kingdom  interferes 
and  objects  to  the  plan.  I  suppose  the 
United  Kingdom  has  a  good  reason  to  do 
so.  I  do  not  desire  to  discuss  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  Great  Britain  at  this  time,  except 
to  repeat  the  statement  I  made  on  the 
Senate  floor  4  years  ago,  that  I  cannot 
see  any  hope  for  the  United  Kingdom  to 
develop  or  maintain  itself  as  in  the  past. 
It  is  a  serious  situation  when  one  na¬ 
tion  is  permitted  to  hold  back  progress 
in  western  Europe,  as-  is  now  the  case. 

I  hope  the  Administrator  of  this  program, 
who  is  clothed  with  full  power  to  do  so, 
will  facilitate  the  interchange  of  cur¬ 
rencies  among  all  of  the  nations  we  are 
assisting. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  another  point 
which  I  mentioned  a  while  ago.  We 
have  been  urged  to  make  enormous  ad¬ 
vances  to  our  friends  across  the  seas  in 
order  to  stave  off  communism.  One  of 
the  major  reasons  advanced  is  that  un¬ 
less  we  do  so  we  are  leaving  these  coun¬ 
tries  exposed  to  the  inroads  of  commu¬ 
nism. 

I  believe  that  unless  the  governments 
of  western  Europe  do  something  soon  to 
close  the  deep  chasm  which  exists  be¬ 
tween  the  buying  power  of  workers  and 
high  costs  of  the  essential  goods  they 
need,  the  very  thing  we  are  fighting  to 
prevent  will  occur.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  about  that.  I  visited  the  homes  of 
many  families  who  spend  almost  every 
penny  earned  by  the  head  of  the  fam¬ 
ily  for  food  alone.  They  have  nothing 
left  over  with  which  to  purchase  wear¬ 
ing  apparel  and  other  necessities.  Many 
of  them  are  in  rags.  Something  should 
be  done  to  correct  that  situation.  How 
it  is  to  be  done,  I  do  not  know,  but  I 


should  like  to  see  an-  investigation  made 
by  our  “watchdog  committee.”  It  would 
be  valuable  information  if  the  “watch 
dog  committee”  could  find  out  how  much 
mark-up  is  being  made  by  manufactur¬ 
ers,  wholesalers,  and  retailers  in  those 
countries.  From  what  I  have  observed 
it  is  excessive.  If  one  goes  to  a  hotel  in 
Paris  or  anywhere  in  Belgium,  he  pays 
a  rate  of  $10  a  day  for  a  room  and  in 
addition,  he  is  charged  as  much  as  the 
traffic  will  bear  in  the  way  of  service 
charges,  which  range  from  10  to  20  per¬ 
cent.  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  simi¬ 
lar  pricing  practices  are  being  indulged 
in  by  some  of  the  merchants  and  busi¬ 
nessmen  throughout  those  countries. 
Unless  we  encourage  these  governments 
to  make  it  possible  for  workmen  to  obtain 
the  necessities  of  life  at  prices  commen¬ 
surate  with  the  wages  they  receive  the 
evil  forces  we  are  now  fighting  are  bound 
to  prevail. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  whether  in  his 
opinion  some  of  the  trouble  is  not  due  to 
the  inability  of  the  socialized  industries 
of  these  countries  to  produce  goods  at 
prices  which  people  can  afford  to  pay. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  not  say 
that,  because  the  condition  exists  not 
only  in  countries  which  are  well  along 
'  the  road  to  socialism,  like  Great  Britain, 
but  it  exists  in  Belgium,  which  is  not 
socialized.  Luxemburg  is  not  socialized 
and  Holland  is  not  socialized.  The  same 
situation  which  I  have  described  exists 
in  those  countries,  as  it  does  in  others, 
except  as  I  pointed  out  a  while  ago,  it  is 
not  so  apparent  in  Holland  and  in  Great 
Britain,  for  the  reason  that  there  are 
price  controls  in  those  countries;  wages 
are  more  or  less  frozen  at  a  certain  level, 
and  the  costs  of  goods  are  reduced  by 
means  of  subsidization. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  further  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  that  in  Great 
Britain  there  is  a  situation,  of  course, 
which  does  not  exist  in  any  other  country 
I  visited.  The  Government  of  Great 
Britain  has  absolute, and  positive  control 
over  the  output  of  every  factory  and 
every  farm  in  the  British  Isles.  For  in¬ 
stance,  if  a  farmer  has  in  excess  of  12 
chickens,  he  has  to  report  that  fact  to  a 
central  agency.  If  the  production  of 
eggs  is  over  a  certain  amount  per  week, 
he  has  to  send  the  excess  eggs  to  the 
central  agency  so  that  they  can  be  sold 
at  a  fixed  price.  A  man  cannot  kill  more 
than  one  hog  per  year,  regardless  of  how 
many  he  raises  on  his  farm;  he  must 
send  the  excess  to  a  central  agency  where 
it  is  sold  at  a  fixed  price.  The  same  con¬ 
ditions  prevails  as  to  practically  every 
other  commodity. 

A  person  cannot  buy  in  any  store  any 
exportable  goods  that  are  manufactured 
in  the  British  Isles,  without  paying  a  tax 
ranging  from  33  to  40  percent.  The 
stores  are  filled  with  inferior  products 
which  the  British  cannot  export.  Such 
articles  can  be  bought  at  fixed  prices, 
but  the  exportable  products,  such  as 
good  quality  liquor  or  shoes,  carry  a  pro¬ 
hibitive  tax. 


One  day  I  went  to  a  store  and  had  the 
clerk  examine  the  shoes  that  I  am  now 
wearing.  I  asked  him  how  much  I 
would  have  to  pay  in  his  store  for  a 
pair  of  similar  shoes.  He  examined 
them  and  said  they  would  cost  about 
$22.  I  told  him  that  I  had  paid  $18.50 
last  year  for  the  same  shoes  in  the 
United  States.  He  said,  “You  forget 
that  because  this  shoe  is  an  exportable 
shoe  I  have  to  add  a  40-percent  tax  on 
it.” 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
there  are  many  articles  manufactured 
in  Britain  which  the  British  people 
themselves  cannot  buy,  but  which  are 
exclusively  for  export,  so  that  the  Brit¬ 
ish  can  get  dollar  balances  in  order  to  be 
able  to  get  the  things  they  must  have? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  bring  out.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  about  it.  And  in  order  to  carry 
out  that  program,  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  has  absolute  control  of  the  output 
of  every  factory  and  every  farm  in  the 
British  Isles. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Missouri? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  The  Senator  spoke  of  the 
price  level  on  the  Continent,  particularly 
in  Holland  and  Belgium,  being  as  high 
as  in  the  other  countries.  Is  it  not  true 
that  their  economy  is  so  interlocked  with 
the  economy  of  France  and  Great  Britain 
that  they  necessarily  ha  ve  the  same  price 
levels? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  think  they 
are  that  closely  connected.  For  in¬ 
stance,  in  Luxemburg  or  in  Belgium,  or 
in  some  of  the  other  countries,  a  person 
can  buy  what  he  wants  if  he  has  the 
money  with  which  to  buy  it,  without  hav¬ 
ing  to  pay  an  excessive  tax. 

Mr.  KEM.  But  none  of  those  small 
countries  produce  more  than  a  small  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  goods  consumed  by  the 
people.  Is  not  that  true?  They  are  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  other  countries  for  a  large 
part  of  their  goods,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  KEM.  Is  not  the  refusal  of  the 
Socialist  Government  of  England  to  agree 
to  an  interchange  of  currencies  with  the 
Continental  countries  the  main  reason 
why  that  cannot  be  accomplished? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  That  is  why  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  get¬ 
ting  agreements  among  the  countries  of 
western  Europe,  on  the  Continent,  if  it 
were  not  for  the  fact  that  Great  Britain 
is  holding  back. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  Senator  has  been  interrupted,  I 
should  like  to  ask  him  a  question  in  re¬ 
gard  to  what  he  said  about  the  farms. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
answer  any  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  says 
England  has  absolute  control  over  every 
chicken  and  every  egg,  and  so  on.  That 
is  almost  comparable  to  the  so-called 
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Brannan  plan  of  complete  control.  How 
does  that  work  out  in  Great  Britain? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  farmers  do  not 
like  the  many  controls  imposed  upon 
them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  serious  about 
the  inquiry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  wish  to  com¬ 
pare  the  conditions  in  Great  Britain  with 
those  in  the  United  States  should  the 
Brannan  plan  be  enacted. 

We  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  money 
in  Europe  and  Great  Britain  has  been 
the  chief  beneficiary.  The  British  have 
received  a  loan  of  $3,750,000,000  from  us, 
a  couple  of  billion  dollars  more  under  the 
Marshall  plan,  and  considerable  sums 
from  other  sources.  With  all  that 
assistance  Great  Britain  today  is  worse 
off  than  any  of  the  other  countries  I 
visited  which  are  receiving  Marshall  plan 
aid. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Why  is  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  •  Four  years  ago,  and 
again  last  year — and  I  know  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Johnson], 
who  does  me  the  honor  to  listen  to  what 
I  have  to  say,  agrees  with  me,  and  I 
think  we  voted  together  on  the  British 
loan  proposal - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  are  others  who 
agree  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  were  quite  a 
few  others.  The  point  I  desire  to  em¬ 
phasize  is,  that  the  United  Kingdom  has 
no  natural  resources  of  any  kind  except 
coal,  which  is  very  expensive  to  mine, 
and  she  produces  only  about  40  percent 
of  her  food,  and  a  bare  one-seventh  of 
her  iron  ore  requirements.  She  must 
import  everything  else.  She  must  take 
the  imported  raw  products,  manufac¬ 
ture  them,  and  sell  them  for  prices  which 
will  give  sufficient  profit  to  enable  her 
to  buy  more  of  the  raw  products  she 
needs,  and  to  pay  for  the  60  percent  of 
food  requirements  which  she  does  not 
produce  and  which  are  necessary  to  sus¬ 
tain  life  in  the  United  Kingdom.  Eng¬ 
land  used  to  be  able  to  do  that  with 
the  profits  she  obtained  from  shipping 
and  from  foreign  investments,  but  to¬ 
day  most  of  her  income  from  these 
sources  are  gone. 

Furthermore,  let  us  not  forget  that 
Great  Britain  today  has,  I  believe,  the 
most  antiquated  machinery  in  western 
Europe.  There  has  been  little  tech¬ 
nological  improvement,  so  that  the  cost 
of  producing  is  so  great  she  cannot 
compete,  let  us  say,  with  Belgium, 
which  has  more  or  less  kept  up  with 
improvements  in  machinery  and  manu¬ 
facturing  processes.  Aside  from  all 
that  her  colonies  have  grown  to  man¬ 
hood  and  they  are  looking  out  for  them¬ 
selves.  Some  of  them  have  become  her 
chief  competitors  in  many  fields. 

As  I  have  said  on  many  occasions,  and 
repeat  today,  I  care  not  how  much 
money  we  send  to  Great  Britain,  all  we 
are  going  to  accomplish  is  a  balancing 
of  her  trade  balances  for  the  time  being, 
and  the  moment  we  cut  off  the  supply 
of  money,  she  will  revert  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  deficit  financing  and  sink  deeper 
into  debt. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  we  ought  to 
insist,  though  perhaps  not  in  express 
terms  in  the  law  itself,  that  the  Admin¬ 


istrator  make  every  effort  to  bring  about 
the  free  interchange  of  currency  among 
the  ERP  nations.  As  I  recall,  there  is 
ample  authority  in  the  act  that  would 
justify  such  a  course  on  the  part  of  the 
Administrator.  Unless  that  is  done,  then 
in  spite  of  all  the  money  we  are  going 
to  spend,  those  nations  will  not  be  much 
better  off  in  1952  than  they  are  now. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  stated  a  few  moments  ago  that 
the  countries  of  western  Europe  could 
arrange  currency  exchange  between 
themselves  if  it  were  not  for  Great 
Britain. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  could  and 
would  do  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Why  does  not  Great 
Britain  want  to  permit  that  to  be  done? 
Why  could  not  a  proper  currency  ex¬ 
change  program  be  carried  out?  Why 
should  economic  barriers  continue  to  ex¬ 
ist?  Why  can  they  not  be  eliminated 
so  all  the  countries  in  question  can  have 
free  exchange  between  themselves? 
That  is  the  purpose  of  ECA. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Such  an  objective 
represented  the  whole  burden  of  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  Mr.  Hoffman.  Why  does  Great 
Britain  not  permit  that  to  be  done,  not 
only  in  her  interest,  but  in  the  interest 
of  all  western  Europe? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  have  the 
ECA  Act  before  me,  but  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  will  read  the  first  sec¬ 
tion  of  it  he  will  note  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  the  right  to  force  the  issue. 
I  wish  to  say  that  from  information  I 
obtained  from  high  officials  of  at  least 
four  countries,  who  as  representatives 
of  their  countries  attended  the  meetings 
of  the  OEEC,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
fact  that  our  country  intervened  and 
more  or  less  assisted  and  aided  in  the 
compromise  which  was  finally  reached, 
whereby  25  percent  of  the  ECA  funds 
are  to  be  used  to  bring  about  converti¬ 
bility,  the  other  countries  of  western 
Europe  would  have  voted  almost  unani¬ 
mously  to  attain  the  desired  goal.  I  re¬ 
peat  that  convertibility  of  currencies 
among  the  western  European  nations  is 
absolutely  necessary  if  the  Marshall  plan 
is  to  succeed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  will  recall  that  in  the  debate 
on  the  ECA  authorization  renewal,  I  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  directing  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  use  not  less  than  5  percent 
of  the  funds  for  just  such  a  purpose,  the 
purpose  of  bringing  about  convertibil¬ 
ity — economic  union,  which  is  converti¬ 
bility  of  the  curency — and  the  Senate 
rejected  my  amendment,  as  I  recall,  by 
12  votes.  The  vote  was  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  32  to  45.  By  that 
vote  the  Senate  expressed  its  disapproval 
of  any  such  direction  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor. 

I  agree  entirely  with  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  lack  of  convertibility  is 
a  major  defect  in  policy,  and  that  the 
Administrator  could  have  brought  about 


convertibility,  but  he  has  not  done  it, 
and  the  Senate  refused  to  tell  him  to 
bring  it  about,  which  I  assume  he  would 
interpret  as  a  direction  not  to  engage 
in  any  such  project.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  was  present  when 
that  debate  took  place. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  re¬ 
members  the  proposal  that  was  then 
made,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  The  answer 
of  the  State  Department  was,  “Let  us 
handle  it.  Do  not  adopt  the  amendment. 
We  can  handle  the  matter  much  better 
if  you  do  not  tie  our  hands.”  That  is  the 
attitude  being  taken  now  respecting 
many  of  the  proposed  amendments  to  the 
pending  bill.  Those  who  oppose  such 
amendments  say,  “Let  us  not  interfere. 
Let  us  permit  the  administrator  to  han¬ 
dle  the  matter.  He  will  do  a  good  job.” 
But  this  is  the  second  year  during  which 
we  are  making  appropriations  for  ECA, 
and  insofar  as  I  am  concerned  I  shall 
not  vote  for  another  dime  after  this 
unless  in  the  meantime  the  corrections 
to  which  I  have  referred,  particularly 
with  respect  to  currency  convertibility, 
are  made. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  will  agree  that  convertibility,  stand¬ 
ing  alone,  cannot  be  brought  about  un¬ 
less  it  involves,  in  addition,  a  certain 
adjustment  respecting  the  fiscal  policy, 
for  instance,  with  relation  to  their  tariffs 
and  quotas.  That  is  a  part  of  the  picture 
of  what  supports  convertibility,  of  what 
makes  convertibility  possible.  In  bring¬ 
ing  that  about  it  would  be  much  more 
profitable  and  effective  if  a  part  of  the 
ECA  fund  at  least  were  devoted  to  that 
purpose,  rather  than  to  the  construction 
of  more  plants.  Does  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Not  entirely.  I  do 
believe  that  most  of  the  counterpart 
funds  can  be  used  to  good  advantage 
in  many  countries,  for  instance  in  Hol¬ 
land  and  Italy,  to  develop  more  land  for 
agricultural  purposes,  which  is  absolutely 
necessary  in  those  countries.  Develop¬ 
ment  of  industry  will  not  put  them  on 
their  feet,  but  development  of  more  land 
to  produce  more  food  will  do  so. 

One  can  travel  through  every  country 
on  the  Continent  which  produces  an  ap¬ 
preciable  amount  of  food,  and  he  will 
not  find  the  suffering  which  is  apparent 
in  Great  Britain.  One  of  the  great  trou¬ 
bles  in  Great  Britain  is  that  she  is  over- 
populated,  and  I  believe  she  is  overindus¬ 
trialized.  In  other  words,  no  balance 
exists  in  Great  Britain  between  her  agri¬ 
culture  and  her  industry. 

I  proposed  4  years  ago  that  Britain 
should  use  the  money  we  advanced  her 
to  move  her  factories  to  her  colonies 
from  which  she  obtains  raw  materials. 
I  believed  that  if  she  did  that  she  could 
make  a  come-back.  Britain  could  de¬ 
velop  South  Africa,  Australia,  and 
Canada  industrially.  I  am  still  of  the 
opinion  that  that  represents  Great 
Britain’s  only  salvation.  If  she  con¬ 
tinues  her  present  policy  she  is  going  to 
die  on  the  vine  and  probably  bring  miseiy 
to  many  other  nations. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  further  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  not  what  the 
Senator  means,  to  put  it  perhaps  in  a 
different  way,  that  these  countries  must 
form  a  union  of  some  kind,  we  will  call 
it  economic  union;  or  federation,  if  you 
will,  if  there  is  to  be  any  successful  solu¬ 
tion  of  their  problems? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know.  I 
think  if  such  a  union  were  formed — and 
I  assume  when  the  Senator  speaks  about 
an  economic  union  he  means  political 
union  as  well — it  might  be  harmful  to 
us.  I  do  not  want  to  get  into  an  argu¬ 
ment  on  that  subject.  I  do  not  intend 
to  argue  the  case  either  for  or  against. 
I  simply  desire,  as  I  stated  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  my  remarks,  to  lay  before  the 
Senate  some  of  the  facts  I  obtained  dur¬ 
ing  my  visit  to  various  countries  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe  and  to  give  my  conclusions 
based  on  those  facts. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  the  Senator 
means  is  that  if  these  countries  were 
made  strong  and  self -sufficient  they 
would  be  competitive,  and  therefore  hurt 
us.  Is  that  how  the  Senator  feels? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  I  do  not  think 
that  it  would  be  possible  to  get  all  of  the 
countries  to  join  together  and  form  a 
federation.  I  doubt  if  their  lot  could 
be  much  improved.  I  know  that  they 
could  not  catch  up  with  our  method  of 
production  and  therefore  could  not  com¬ 
pete  with  us. 

Another  suggestion  I  have  to  make,  if 
the  Marshall  plan  is  to  succeed,  is  to 
bring  about  a  rehabilitation  of  German 
industry.  I  am  convinced  that  is  es¬ 
sential  to  western  European  recovery.  I 
found  indications  that  France  and  Great 
Britain  are  objecting  to  the  industrial 
development  of  Germany,  not  because 
they  are  afraid  of  such  expansion  in  the 
event  of  another  war,  but  because  they 
want  to  hold  Germany  back  so  that  they 
can  have  for  themselves  some  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  development  that  was  Ger¬ 
many’s.  In  my  humble  opinion,  how¬ 
ever,  it  will  not  work.  The  Germans 
have  always  been  people  of  vision.  They 
were  good  industrialists.  They  are  me¬ 
chanically  inclined.  They  have  the 
know-how.  The  other  European  nations 
are  dependent  on  Germany  for  much  of 
their  machinery  and  equipment. 

In  that  connection  I  wish  to  say  that 
in  Italy,  in  Switzerland,  and  in  fact  in 
almost  every  country  I  visited,  I  was  told 
by  some  of  their  manufacturers  that  it 
is  necessary  that  German  industry  be 
expanded  on  a  peacetime  basis  if  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  is  to  become  a  reality. 
Take  the  case  of  Italy,  for  example. 
Italy  formerly  sold  to  Germany  its  excess 
olive  oil,  oranges,  grapefruit,  and  other 
items  which  she  produced  over  and  above 
her  needs.  In  turn,  Germany  would  let 
Italy  have  the  machinery  Italy  needed. 
Germany  dealt  with  the  Balkans,  and 
from  the  Balkans  Italy  got  the  grain 
of  which  she  was  short.  Unless  German 
industry  is  restored  so  that  Germany  can 
get  back  into  the  picture  and  serve  her 
former  customers,  we  shall  have  the  Ger¬ 
mans  dependent  upon  us  for  a  long,  long 
time.  We  cannot  let  them  starve  to 


death.  We  are  more  or  less  their  guard¬ 
ians.  Besides,  Germany’s  economy  is 
so  closely  interlocked  with  the  other  na¬ 
tions  of  western  Europe  that  it  will  be 
necessary,  if  the  Marshall  plan  is  to 
succeed,  to  encourage  her  development. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Getting  back  to  the 
colloquy  between  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  and  the  junior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  said 
he  wanted  to  call  to  my  attention  the 
policies  declared  in  title  I  of  the  original 
act,  where  the  objectives  are  set  forth. 
I  followed  through  title  I,  remembering 
what  the  objectives  were.  I  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  if  he  does  not  recall  this  declaration: 

The  accomplishment  of  these  objectives 
calls  for  a  plan  of  European  recovery  open  to 
all  such  nations  which  cooperate  in  such 
plan,  based  upon  a  strong  production  effort, 
the  expansion  of  foreign  trade,  the  creation 
and  maintenance  of  internal  financial  sta¬ 
bility,  and  the  development  of  economic  co¬ 
operation,  including  all  possible  steps  to  es¬ 
tablish  and  maintain  equitable  rates  of  ex¬ 
change  and  to  bring  about  the  progressive 
elimination  of  trade  barriers. 

That  is  the  declaration  to  which  the 
Senator  was  referring. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  declaration  is 
the  heart  of  the  ECA  program;  and  un¬ 
less  it  is  put  into  practice,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  all  the  money  we  have  spent  and 
all  the  money  we  shall  spend  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  will  come  to  nothing. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
port  which  the  distinguished  Senator  has 
given.  It  is  most  forceful  and  timely.  It 
is  conclusive  evidence  to  those  who  be¬ 
lieve  in  a  “watchdog  committee’’  that  it 
could  do  the  United  States  and  even  for¬ 
eign  countries  a  great  deal  of  good  if  it 
were  to  make  the  kind  of  research  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  has  made  in 
those  countries  in  the  time  available  to 
him  for  that  purpose. 

In  view  of  the  objectives  for  which  ECA 
aid  is  given,  and  the  conditions  under 
which  it  is  extended  to  foreign  countries, 
I  ask  the  Senator,  Why  is  it  that  Great 
Britain  is  not  willing  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  plan?  The  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  western  Europe  could  further  do 
what  the  Senator  says  are  the  objectives 
of  the  act,  but  Great  Britain  will  not  let 
them  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  plan. 
Does  that  mean  that  Great  Britain  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  dominate  the  interchange  of 
trade  among  those  countries  when  she 
establishes  the  rates  and  the  conditions 
under  which  the  exchange  is  made?  Is 
that  what  the  Senator  means?  Does  he 
mean  that  the  Administrator  is  not  re¬ 
quiring,  as  a  condition,  that  Great  Brit¬ 
ain  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  act? 
Is  he  at  fault?  Has  he  not  carried  out 
the  purposes  of  the  act? 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  unless 
trade  barriers  are  eliminated,  unless 
there  can  be  a  free  flow  of  goods,  we  shall 
lose  the  objective  of  ECA,  and  when  the 
money  stops  flowing  to  those  countries 
we  shall  be  back  where  we  were  in  the 
beginning. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  with  the  United 
States  in  a  much  weaker  position. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly.  Unless  we 
can  get  a  free  interchange  of  goods,  and 


have  one  dollar  do  the  job  for  12  nations 
which  it  is  doing  today  for  individual  na¬ 
tions,  I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  the 
plan  must  fail.  But  the  Senator  has  not 
yet  made  clear  to  me  why  it  is  that  it  is 
not  to  the  advantage  of  Great  Britain  to 
see  that  economic  barriers  are  elimi¬ 
nated.  Why  should  Great  Britain  con¬ 
tinue  to  make  bilateral  agreements,  as 
she  is  doing  today,  in  direct  violation  of 
the  objectives  of  the  act?  Why  does  not 
Great  Britain  see  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  difficulty  may 
be  that  the  pattern  of  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  in  western  Europe  has  taken 
such  shape  that  today  Great  Britain  is 
producing  a  great  many  industrial  prod¬ 
ucts  which  are  also  being  produced  in 
France,  Belgium,  and  other  countries. 
She  may  be  afraid  that  in  the  inter¬ 
change  she  will  get  the  worst  of  the 
bargain. 

Under  all  the  circumstances,  I  believe 
that  Mr.  Hoffman  is  failing  to  carry  out 
the  written  provisions  of  the  law.  High 
officials  of  four  ERP  nations  stated  to 
me  specifically  that  they  thought  the 
United  States  was  making  a  big  mis¬ 
take  by  not  insisting  that  currency  ex¬ 
change  be  stabilized.  They  fear  that 
if  we  continue  to  disburse  funds  at  the 
present  rate  we  shall  weaken  ourselves 
so  that,  should  the  nations  of  western 
Europe  get  into  trouble  in  the  future 
we  will  not  be  in  a  position  to  assist 
them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Did  the  Senator  hear 
the  remarks  which  I  made  when  I  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  today  an  article 
from  the  Washington  Times-Herald  of 
July  26,  containing  a  report  by  Bernard 
Baruch,  in  which  he  makes  the  same  find¬ 
ings  with  respect  to  the  ECA  countries? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  did  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Bernard  Baruch  was 
returning  to  America  on  the  Queen  Mary. 
This  press  release  was  issued  on  the 
25th  of  July.  Mr.  Baruch  made  this 
statement  as  reported  in  the  article  to 
which  I  have  referred: 

Baruch  is  convinced  that  the  billions  of 
dollars  poured  into  financially  distressed 
na’tions  have  helped  neither  them  nor  the 
interest  of  the  United  States  taxpayer  as 
much  as  could  be  expected. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  agree 
with  those  conclusions? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do.  It  goes  back 
to  the  very  thing  of  which  I  am  speaking. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  article  further 
stated: 

Baruch  believes  that  loans  or  gifts  to 
western  Europe  were  not  sufficiently  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  European  nations  helping  them¬ 
selves  regain  their  prewar  economic  sta¬ 
bility. 

Does  the  Senator  agree  with  that  con¬ 
clusion? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I  have 
said,  although  in  different  language. 
Mr.  Baruch  has  stated  it  more  succinctly 
and  clearly  than  I,  but  that  is  the  exact 
conclusion  which  I  have  reached. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  article  further 
states : 

That  is  his  conclusion  after  spending  a 
month  in  England,  France,  Holland,  and 
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Belgium,  and  conferring  with  such  leaders  as 
Winston  Churchill  (who  in  a  Saturday  night 
speech  accused  the  Laborite  Government  of 
“squandering”  nearly  $8,GC0,000,000  of  Amer¬ 
ican  and  Canadian  aid. 

I  do  not  wish  to  inject  politics  into  this 
question,  but  does  the  Senator  feel  that 
the  Laborite  Government  must  produce 
at  a  rate  of  exchange  so  high  that  it 
destroys  the  very  rehabilitation  about 
which  the  Senator  is  speaking  within 
Great  Britain,  because  of  lack  of  ability 
of  the  people  to  buy,  and  because  of  the 
absence  of  the  interchange  of  goods  with 
countries  on  the  Continent  with  which 
Britain  must  do  business  if  she  is  to 
rehabilitate  herself? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  due  entirely  to  the  Laborite 
Government,  but  Britain’s  economy  is 
founded  on  a  faulty  base.  As  I  indicated 
a  while  ago,  no  matter  who  heads  the 
British  Government,  whether  it  be  the 
Conservatives  or  whether  the  Laborites, 
continue  to  rule,  I  do  not  believe  that 
either  can  make  a  go  of  it.  She  is  at  too 
great  a  disadvantage  in  a  competitive 
world. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  After  his  experience, 
does  the  Senator  feel,  in  view  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  and  the  objectives 
which  were  written  into  the  act,  that 
we  are  invading  the  sovereignty  of  those 
people  by  providing  conditions  under 
which  mutual  aid  is  extended  economi¬ 
cally  and  financially  to  correct  the  very 
defects  the  Senator  is  discussing  today? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  I  should  like 
to  do,  of  course,  would  be  to  put  into  the 
law  provisions  to  carry  out  the  sugges¬ 
tions  that  I  have  been  making. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  in  the  basic  act? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  not  attached  to 
the  pending  appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  could  be  done  in 
that  way,  too.  The  basic  law  has  been 
enacted  and  it  may  be  difficult  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  proper  language  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  However,  I  desire  to  do 
the  next  best  thing.  I  should  like  Con¬ 
gress  to  make  it  plain  to  the  European 
leaders  and  to  the  Administrator  that  we 
are  giving  them  another  chance  to  carry 
out  this  recovery  program,  and  that  if 
they  fail  to  do  so,  we  will  attach  strings 
to  the  next  appropriation. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions. 
I  do  not  suppose  that  Senators  would 
like  to  have  me  give  them  a  more  de¬ 
tailed  account.  I  thought  it  best  to 
make  general  statements  as  to  what  I 
found  generally  in  all  countries  respect¬ 
ing  a  particular  situation.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  try  to  answer  any  questions 
which  Senators  may  desire  to  ask. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  will  yield,  let  me 
say  that  I  have  been  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  his  remarks.  I  wish  to  ask  him 
whether  mere  generalities  to  the  effect 
that  ECA  has  not  helped,  and  so  forth, 
get  us  anywhere. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  recall  having  said  that  ECA  has  not 


helped.  I  think  ECA  has  helped  con¬ 
siderably. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  understand  that;  but 
I  wish  to  get  from  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  some  concrete  suggestions 
about  how  to  remedy  the  situation. 
What  we  have  done  with  Britain  and  the 
countries  on  the  continent  of  Europe 
with  our  aid,  is  that  in  large  measure  we 
have  rebuilt  their  productivity  to  the 
point  where  now  they  are  in  competition 
not  only  with  themselves,  but  also  with 
us.  The  result  is  that  the  picture  has 
changed  entirely,  since  VE-day. 

Now  they  are  able  to  feed  and  clothe 
themselves  with  their  own  productivity; 
and  they  have  a  surplus  of  commodities. 
They  are  facing  the  same  situation  which 
we  are  facing  now  with  imports  into  this 
country. 

I  understand  that  the  Senator’s  posi¬ 
tion  is  that  we  should  say  to  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe,  “Take  down  your  bar¬ 
riers  and  get  your  currencies  in  shape 
so  that  you  can  interchange  them.”  But, 
Mr.  President,  we  are  not  doing  that 
here  in  the  United  States;  we  are  not 
accepting  the  currencies  of  the  European 
countries. 

I  think  the  situation  demonstrates  the 
need  for  a  conference  on  monetary  af¬ 
fairs,  probably  a  revaluation  of  the  cur¬ 
rencies  of  all  countries,  and  possibly  get¬ 
ting  into  the  economy  of  all  the  nations 
some  kind  of  international  currency. 
But  this  matter  cannot  be  handled  by 
legislation.  We  cannot  tell  Britain  to 
go  ahead  and  tear  down  a  particular 
trade  barrier,  when  tearing  it  down 
would  do  the  same  thing  to  Britain  that 
tearing  down  the  trade  barriers  with 
Japan  is  doing  to  certain  factories  in 
my  own  State  at  this  time.  Several 
months  ago  I  spoke  to  the  President 
about  the  effect  on  Wisconsin  industry 
and  labor  of  the  influx  of  cheap  Japa¬ 
nese  goods.  I  have  gotten  nowhere  up 
to  date.  This  points  up  the  situation 
confronting  European  countries. 

It  seems  to  me  the  situation  is  more 
or  less  chaotic  because  of  overproduction 
in  the  world  and  lack  of  the  instrumen¬ 
talities  by  which  nations  can  exchange 
commodities  on  one  basis  or  another. 
Of  course,  many  other  factors  also  enter 
into  the  international  picture. 

But  if  the  Senator’s  suggestion  is  that 
we  should  say  to  Britain,  “You  must  tear 
down  these  barriers  and  must  arrange 
with  the  other  nations  that  you  will  ex¬ 
change  on  a  commodity  basis,”  it  seems 
to  me  that  does  not  get  us  anywhere. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  they  should  trade  with  each 
other  as  they  did  before  the  war,  and  the 
ECA  Administrator  should  insist  on  this 
as  a  condition  for  allocation  of  funds. 
Today  those  countries  do  not  have  con¬ 
fidence  in  one  another’s  currencies - 

Mr.  WILEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  unless  such 
confidence  is  restored,  all  the  money  we 
are  spending  for  European  aid  will  be  in 
vain.  . 

Mr.  WILEY.  The  question  is.  How 
are  we  going  to  restore  it?  How?  Get 
rid  of  the  barriers,  political,  economic, 
and  racial. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  strikes  me  that  it 
is  going  too  far  to  force  a  man  traveling 
from  Denmark  to  France  to  bring  chick¬ 
ens  and  eggs  along  with  him  in  order  to 
be  able  to  obtain  gasoline  to  operate  his 
car. 

Mr.  WILEY.  That  does  not  answer 
my  question,  however. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  we  could  restore 
Great  Britain’s  confidence  in  the  lira — 
and  Italy’s  confidence  in  the  pound — 
with  Great  Britain  in  very  urgent  need 
of  Italy’s  fats  and  oils — trade  could  be 
established.  Similarly,  Holland  could  sell 
considerably  more  meat.  But  those 
countries  must  limit  their  purchases  from 
other  ERP  countries.  Before  the  war, 
Holland  supplied  Great  Britain  with 
practically  all  the  bacon,  ham,  and  but¬ 
ter  that  Great  Britain  needed.  But  to¬ 
day  that  commerce  has  been  consider¬ 
ably  reduced.  As  a  result,  the  English 
people  are  suffering  for  lack  of  meat 
and  the  people  of  Holland  are  suffering 
from  the  lack  of  purchasers  for  her 
goods. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  agree  to  that,  but  what 
is  the  answer? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Unless  something  is 
done  to  restore  the  conditions  which  ex¬ 
isted  before  the  war,  no  matter  how  much 
money  we  spend  in  aid  of  those  coun¬ 
tries,  in  1952  we  shall  find  ourselves  in 
the  same  condition  in  which  we  find  our¬ 
selves  now,  namely,  that  we  shall  have  to 
give  them  more  money  to  balance  their 
trade  accounts.  But  in  the  meantime 
we  are  weakening  our  own  economy  to 
such  an  extent  that,  if  we  keep  on  doing 
so,  we  shall  find  ourselves  on  the  same 
level  as  that  of  the  people  we  are  trying 
to  help.  If  that  ever  happens,  God  pity 
the  world. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  rendered  a  distinct  service 
in  precipitating  this  matter  into  this 
forum.  I  think  the  answer  must  be  found 
by  getting  the  best  brains  of  the  na¬ 
tions  together  and  having  them  deter¬ 
mine  the  best  ways  and  means  to  arrive 
at  a  solution  of  these  difficulties. 

The  Senator  is  not  unaware  of  the 
fact  that  much  of  the  money  we  have 
furnished — as  has  been  said — was  not 
furnished  to  Europe  at  all,  but  it  cre¬ 
ated  jobs  and  activity  in  this  country, 
and  thus  we  got  rid  of  much  of  our  sur¬ 
pluses,  and  created  employment. 

But  now  they  have  caught  up.  Eng¬ 
land,  with  her  high  prices,  is  having 
trouble  disposing  of  her  manufactured 
commodities  on  the  Continent.  I  may 
say  parenthetically  that  in  1947,  when 
I  was  in  Europe,  I  found  that  one  could 
buy  English  goods  in  Holland  and  Bel¬ 
gium,  although  such  goods  could  not  be 
purchased  in  Britain.  Britain  was 
tightening  her  belt  and  was  sending  her 
goods  to  other  countries,  in  order  to 
import  for  herself  eggs  and  other  food. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  that  of 
the  countries  we  are  assisting  England 
is  the  only  one  in  that  condition.  How¬ 
ever,  all  the  other  countries  are  suffer- 
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ing  because  of  the  steps  England  is  tak¬ 
ing  to  maintain  her  own  economy. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Of  course,  I  question  the 
accuracy  of  the  statement  that  England 
is,  by  herself,  causing  this  situation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  England  is  the  one 
that  is  objecting  to  the  exchange  of  cur¬ 
rencies.  I  understand  that  pounds  can 
be  used  to  make  purchases  outside  the 
sterling-bloc  area  only  under  certain 
conditions  which  have  been  prescribed 
by  the  British. 

Mr.  WILEY.  But  we  do  not  exchange 
currencies.  The  real  question  is  how  to 
get  on  a  currency- exchange  basis. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  talking  about 
returning  western  Europe  to  its  prewar 
condition  insofar  as  the  exchange  of 
curriencies  is  concerned.  If  it  had  been 
left  to  the  membership  of  OEEC,  Eng¬ 
land  would  have  been  voted  down.  But 
our  Government  stepped  in,  and  we 
agreed  to  the  compromise,  which  made 
only  25  percent  of  ECA  funds  available 
for  convertibility. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  do  not  hold  any  par¬ 
ticular  brief  for  Britain.  Nevertheless, 
at  the  same  time  we  were  aiding  Britain, 
she  gave  approximately  four  hundred 
million  of  her  own  currency  to  the  other 
countries,  in  order  that  they  might  buy 
from  her. 

England  has  a  great  sterling  bloc.  She 
is  trying  to  sustain  her  own  economic 
life  blood,  just  as  all  other  nations  are. 
Through  fear,  overabundance,  and, 
what  is  more,  cutthroat  competition  in 
the  markets  of  the  world,  barriers  are 
being  created  and  the  condition  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  Senator  has  arisen. 

So  we  need  to  have  the  best  brains 
devoted  to  a  study  of  this  problem,  in 
order  to  throw  light  on  this  picture 
and  enable  us  to  make  progress.  We 
must  realize  that  all  of  us  are  in  the  same 
boat.  All  of  us  must  do  our  part.  If  we 
fail  now  to  aid  the  other  countries  by 
seeking  to  get  rid  of  the  fears  and  the 
barriers,  and  particularly  by  getting 
brains  into  action,  then  we  may  have  a 
greater  problem  thrown  in  our  laps.  It 
is  very  easy  for  us  to  sit  back  and  criticize 
the  great  English  people  who  stood  at 
Dunkerque  and  who,  when  the  world  was 
looking  for  rescue,  battled  alone  against 
the  onslaught  of  Hitler  and  his  gang. 
They  are  now  battling  against  an  eco¬ 
nomic  war,  and  the  forces  are  so  tre¬ 
mendous  that  the  best  economic  brains 
and  the  best  judgment  and  vision  are 
needed  to  try  to  find  the  way  out.  To 
cut  off  aid,  may  have  the  effect  of  cutting 
the  jugular  vein  of  international  trade 
and  international  finance,  and  may 
bring  about  international  war.  What  I 
am  looking  for  is  the  great  constructive 
suggestion  which  will  give  us  the  result 
we  desire.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  It  is  sometimes  said,  in 
the  Senate  and  elsewhere,  that  we 


should  not  place  any  strings  on  Marshall 
plan  money,  because  to  do  so  would  be 
an  interference  with  the  economies  of 
the  participating  countries.  I  ask  the 
Senator  whether,  in  view  of  his  obser¬ 
vations  and  experience  abroad,  he  is  in 
sympathy  with  that  point  of  view? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  the  Senator  may 
recall,  when  the  basic  law  was  before 
the  Senate  a  year  ago,  some  of  us  tried 
to  attach  strings  to  it;  but  we  lost.  The 
State  Department  prevailed  upon  us  with 
the  argument  that  what  we  tried  to  do 
by  putting  amendments  into  the  law 
might  hurt  the  program  because  in  the 
future  certain  developments  might  oc¬ 
cur  whereby  the  conditions  imposed 
could  not  be  met.  What  I  am  suggest¬ 
ing,  since  the  Senate  has  not  taken  our 
advice  in  the  past,  is  that  we  proceed  to 
let  the  participating  countries  have  the 
money,  perhaps  with  cuts  along  the  lines 
now  suggested,  with  the  warning  that 
unless  the  conditions  are  met,  we  shall, 
when  they  come  back  the  next  time,  in¬ 
corporate  the  conditions  in  the  basic  law. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  whether  such  a  proposal  is  not 
entirely  consistent  with  the  present  law 
which,  in  its  provisions,  places  ten  classes 
of  restriction  upon  the  use  of  our  money, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  indicated  a 
while  ago,  it  seems  to  me  that  someone  in 
the  administration  is  not  administering 
this  law  as  we  contemplated.  Traveling 
all  over  Europe,  one  will  find  in  every 
country  except  Great  Britain  that  the 
crying  need  is  for  stabilization  and  con¬ 
vertibility  of  currencies,  so  that  money 
can  be  used  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  is  meant.  The  only  objection  comes 
from  Great  Britain.  I  am  saying  to  the 
Senator  again  that,  unless  something  is 
done  along  that  line,  all  the  money  we 
have  spent  will  have  been  spent  in  vain. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
should  like  to  compliment  very  sincerely 
the  able  Senator  from  Louisiana  for  the 
wealth  of  information  he  has  given  the 
Senate,  and  to  commend  him  for  his  dis¬ 
cernment  in  the  very  careful  investiga¬ 
tion  he  has  made.  I  ask  the  Senator, 
does  he  not  feel,  as  the  result  of  his 
studies  of  conditions  abroad,  that  because 
of  ECA  assistance  there  has  been  a  ma¬ 
terial  improvement  of  conditions  in  the 
various  participating  countries? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  I  so  stated  in  my 
opening  remarks. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  listened  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  with  a  great  deal  of  interest.  In 
connection  with  one  of  the  observations 
he  made,  I  ask  the  Senator,  particularly 
whether,  in  regard  to  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction,  in  which  the  Senator  has  always 
been  so  much  interested,  he  does  not  feel 
that  as  the  result  of  the  machinery  and 
fertilizer  and  other  things  which  were 
made  available  to  the  countries  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe  under  the  ECA  program,  we 
have  stimulated  their  efforts,  and  that 


very  great  improvement  has  been 
brought  about? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  a  further  question,  with  re¬ 
gard  particularly  to  the  conditions  in 
Italy,  where  I  know  the  Senator  visited, 
because  I  heard  from  him  when  I  was  in 
Italy  last  month,  when  the  Senator  called 
me  there.  I  ask  the  Senator  whether  he 
did  not  learn  that  the  Italian  people  ap¬ 
parently  have  regained  very  much  con¬ 
fidence  in  their  Government,  as  is  illus¬ 
trated  by  the  fact  that  capital  invest¬ 
ments  have  increased  and  bank  deposits 
have  also  increased? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  question 
about  that,  and,  as  I  indicated  in  the 
course  of  my  remarks,  the  fact  that  I  was 
in  Europe  3  years  ago  and  visited  the 
very  same  countries  which  I  visited  on 
this  trip  enables  me  to  say  Italy  has 
shown  the  greatest  degree  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  any  of  the  countries  I  visited. 
I  attribute  that,  of  course,  to  the  great 
amount  of  work  which  has  been  put  into 
the  recovery  program  by  the  Italian  peo¬ 
ple  themselves.  They  are  hard  workers. 
They  are  good  farmers,  and  have  made 
their  farms  produce  considerably  more 
than  heretofore.  I  learned  that  from  the 
Italians  at  a  number  of  places.  The  fer¬ 
tilizer  to  which  the  Senator  referred  has 
been  used  to  great  advantage  in  increas¬ 
ing  agricultural  production. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
and  I  again  wish  to  compliment  him  upon 
the  wealth  of  information  he  has  given 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  As  supplemen¬ 
tary,  I  hope,  to  the  question  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland,  I  ask,  if  there  should 
be  a  substantial  cut  or  elimination  of 
ECA  aid  at  this  time,  would  it  not  cause 
tremendous  disruption  in  what  has  been 
accomplished  in  western  Europe,  and  also 
give  a  feeling  that  our  country  was  not 
keeping  its  word  in  carrying  through  the 
Marshall  plan? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  there  can 
be  no  doubt  about  that.  However,  I 
believe  cuts  can  be  made  along  the  line 
recommended  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  without  anybody  suffering. 
I  may  add,  I  believe  even  a  further  cut 
could  be  made,  if  it  were  not  for  the 
condition  existing  in  Great  Britain.  That 
is,  a  further  cut  could  be  absorbed  very 
easily  by  the  countries  on  the  continent, 
but  it  would  do  great  harm  to  Great 
Britain.  Great  Britain  would  be  just 
that  much  further  in  debt.  Anyone 
traveling  in  Great  Britain  and  talking 
to  the  people  will  come  to  admire  then- 
courage.  Quite  often  one  of  them  is 
heard  to  remark,  “I  have  suffered.  I 
am  suffering  now.  I  should  like  to  have 
a  chicken  or  a  beefsteak  or  something 
else  for  tomorrow.”  But  they  are  always 
looking  ahead  hopefully.,  They  are 
tightening  their  belts.  They  are  willing 
to  go  ahead  in  the  hope  things  will  get 
better.  But  to  my  way  of  thinking,  the 
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light  of  that  hope  is  becoming  so  dim 
that  if  present  conditions  continue,  and 
if  the  people  are  asked  to  further  tighten 
their  belts,  they  may  become  resentful 
and  lose  faith.  I  was  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  endeavoring  to  ascertain  what 
affect,  if  any,  the  cut  in  number  of  cal¬ 
ories  the  British  are  receiving  per  day 
is  bearing  upon  their  health.  I  talked 
with  at  least  a  half  dozen  doctors.  They 
were  in  agreement,  with  one  exception, 
in  believing  that  the  British  people  are 
today  receiving  enough  to  keep  them 
alive,  but  that  is  all.  So  far  as  giving 
them  health  and  strength  and  ambition 
to  go  forward  if  their  present  food  ration 
is  continued  without  increase,  they  may 
be  seriously  affected  in  the  future.  It 
may  get  to  a  point  where  they  will  say 
to  themselves,  “What  is  the  use?”  When 
that  time  comes  there  may  be  a  collapse 
which  will  be  tragic. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  ask  the  Senator  whether 
he  does  not  believe  that  the  Administra¬ 
tor  under  the  existing  law  has  ample 
authority  to  take  the  steps  the  Senator  is 
suggesting  should  be  taken?  I  invite  the 
Senator’s  attention  particularly  to  sec¬ 
tion  115  of  the  original  act  authorizing 
the  Marshall  plan  program,  wherein, 
among  other  things,  it  is  provided: 

Such  agreement  shall  provide  for  the  ad¬ 
herence  of  such  country  to  the  purposes  of 
this  title,  and  shall,  wherever  applicable, 
make  appropriate  provision,  among  others, 
for  *  *  *  (2)  taking  financial  and 

monetary  measures  necessary  to  stabilize  the 
currency,  establish  or  maintain  a  valid  rate 
of  exchange,  and  to  balance  its  governmental 
budget  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  generally 
to  restore  or  maintain  confidence  in  its 
monetary  system. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly.  I  so 
stated  a  few  minutes  ago,  in  answer  to  a 
question  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Wherry  1.  I  am  very  hopeful  that 
the  Administrator  will  take  heed  and  act 
in  accordance  with  the  intention  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  KEM.  Just  one  more  question. 
Does  the  Senator  believe  that  if  he  should 
do  so,  it  would  be  interfering  with  the 
internal  economy  of  the  country  in 
question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  do  not  think 
so. 

Mr.  KEM.  In  regulating  its  currency? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  I  do  not  think 
so.  We  can  say  this  to  them:  “We  are 
willing  to  assist  you.  You  can  have  the 
assistance,  provided - ” 

Mr.  KEM.  We  are  placing  a  condition 
on  the  use  of  the  money,  which  we  have 
a  perfect  right  to  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  The  country 
does  not  have  to  take  it. 

Mr.  KEM.  Perhaps  I  failed  to  make 
myself  clear.  Placing  a  condition  on 
the  use  of  the  money  is  in  no  sense  an 
interference  in  the  internal  economy  of 
the  country  involved,  is  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  not  think 
so. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  May  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  whether,  as  a  result 
of  his  observations  as  announced,  he 


does  not  feel  that  Mr.  Paul  Hoffman, 
Mr.  Averell  Harriman,  and  their  associ¬ 
ates  are  doing  a  splendid  job  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  over-all  program? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  believe  that  Mr. 
Hoffman,  as  well  as  Mr.  Harriman,  are 
able  administrators.  They  are  doing 
the  best  they  can.  Ambassador  Dunn — 
and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  will  agree  with  me — is  doing  a  mar¬ 
velous  job  in  Italy.  He  is  well  liked 
among  the  Italian  people.  He  takes  a 
good  deal  of  interest  in  his  work,  and  he 
does  not  do  his  work  entirely  in  Rome. 
He  goes  about  in  Italy  and  makes  every 
effort  to  obtain  information  that  will  be 
of  assistance  to  him  in  discharging  his 
ambassadorial  duties.  I  do  not  know  of 
anyone  who  has  taken  a  greater  interest 
or  who  is  exerting  himself  more  than  is 
Mr.  Harriman.  I  repeat,  he  is  a  very 
able  administrator. 

I  believe,  if  the  situation  were  left  to 
those  men,  without  influence  from  the 
State  Department,  they  would  do  a  better 
job.  If  it  were  left  to  Mr.  Harriman, 
I  believe  be  could  whip  the  British  into 
line.  I  am  quite  certain  that  he  realizes 
the  importance  of  the  interchangeability 
of  currencies  among  the  nations  we  are 
assisting,  if  the  Marshall  plan  is  to  suc¬ 
ceed.  In  other  words,  he  advocated 
certain  terms  which  were  virtually 
agreed  upon  by  all  members  of  the 
OEEC,  but,  somehow.  Great  Britain  was 
able  to  influence  a  change,  which,  in  my 
opinion,  simply  “upset  the  apple  cart.” 
If  it  had  been  left,  I  repeat,  to  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  OEEC,  they  would  have 
reached  a  different  agreement  from  that 
which  was  actually  decided  upon  in  the 
compromise.  I  am  very  hopeful  that 
action  will  be  taken  now,  rather  than  to 
wait  until  the  next  time  Congress  ap¬ 
propriates  funds  for  ECA.  When  that 
time  comes,  unless  what  I  have  suggested 
is  accomplished,  I  fear  things  will  be 
so  bad  that  little  progress  will  have  been 
made  toward  full  recovery  and  we  might 
have  difficulty  in  getting  Congress  to 
appropriate  any  money  at  all. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Confining  attention 
to  the  type  of  work  being  done  by  Mr. 
Hoffman,  Mr.  Harriman,  and  their  as¬ 
sociates,  it  was  the  observation  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Maryland  that  the 
European  people  were  very  favorably 
impressed  with  the  type  of  administra¬ 
tion  which  they  were  afforded,  and  which 
reflected  great  credit  on  the  United 
States.  Does  that  statement  correspond 
with  the  Senator’s  view? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  I 
am  in  complete  agreement  with  the 
statement  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  one  further 
question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  will  tell  us  what  is  the  reason 
for  the  difference  in  the  progress  in  Italy 
and  in  Great  Britain.  There  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  difference  in  progress. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  it  may  be 
attributed  to  two  things.  Italy  produces 
a  great  deal  more  food  than  does  Great 


Britain,  and  she  is  not  so  highly  indus¬ 
trialized  as  is  Great  Britain.  She  has 
not  the  same  difficulty  in  disposing  of 
what  she  produces.  Great  Britain  is 
highly  industrialized.  She  has  anti¬ 
quated  machinery.  Her  costs  of  produc¬ 
tion  are  high.  She  must  import  prac¬ 
tically  all  of  the  raw  products  she  needs. 
Whether  it  is  due  altogether  to  anti¬ 
quated  machinery  or  to  the  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment  under  which  she  is  now  operat¬ 
ing,  I  cannot  say. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  was  going  to 
ask  if  the  leadership  in  both  nations  had 
anything  to  do  with  the  result. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  anticipated  the 
Senator’s  question,  that  is  why  I  men¬ 
tioned  her  form  of  government.  It  may 
be  that  the  high  cost  of  production  is  due 
to  the  many  social  reforms  which  are 
carried  on  for  the  benefit  of  the  people 
of  Great  Britain — nationalized  medicine, 
pensions,  and  things  of  that  kind,  all  of 
which  cost  money,  for  which  the  manu¬ 
facturers  must  pay.  It  is  charged  to 
the  cost  of  producing  goods.  That,  in 
itself,  may  be  one  of  the  factors  causing 
the  high  costs  of  manufacturing  in  Great 
Britain. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Did  the  Sen¬ 
ator  observe  whether  there  was  a  higher 
degree  of  socialism  in  Great  Britain  than 
there  was  in  Italy? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  com¬ 
parison.  So  far  as  that  goes,  I  do  not 
see  how  it  could  get  much  worse  in  Great 
Britain,  except  by  the  labor  government 
taking  in  a  few  more  industries.  As 
things  are  now,  the  British  Government 
has  absolute  control  over  what  the  man¬ 
ufacturer  produces.  The  manufacturer 
is  not  free  to  sell  where  he  wants  to  sell, 
he  cannot  dispose  freely  of  his  merchan¬ 
dise,  he  cannot  sell  a  bottle  of  Scotch 
or  a  pair  of  shoes  in  Great  Britain  unless 
a  tremendous  tax  is  applied.  He  has  no 
control,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to 
ascertain,  over  the  goods  he  manufac¬ 
tures.  The  Government  has  control  over 
every  person  who  produces  anything  at 
all.  If  a  person  has  a  little  yard,  con¬ 
taining  more  than  12  chickens,  he  must 
report  the  fact  to  some  central  author¬ 
ity,  and  he  must  dispose  of  any  excess 
through  some  central  agency.  There  is 
so  much  control  that  the  people  of  Great 
Britain,  having  flown  the  banner  of  lib¬ 
erty  for  so  long,  are  becoming  a  little 
tired  of  the  way  in  which  they  are  being 
regimented.  One  can  observe  it  at  every 
turn. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  It  is  rather 
surprising,  is  it  not,  to  find  a  country,  so 
recently  a  Fascist  country,  having  more 
free  enterprise  than  has  a  democracy 
such  as  Great  Britain?  ( 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  may  be  true. 
Very  few  of  the  industries  of  Italy  are 
socialized  other  than  public  utlities.  In 
some  cases  I  found  that  a  few  industries 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  government. 
Such  a  situation  resulted  from  the  fact 
that  a  government  lending  agency  had 
loaned  money  to  many  industries,  and 
the  owners  gave  up,  and  the  Government 
took  over.  I  understand  that  much 
progress  is  being  made  to  restore  such 
industries  back  to  private  ownership. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  my  intention  when  I  began  this  ad- 
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dress,  to  present  to  the  Senate  a  brief 
summary  of  conditions  as  I  found  them 
in  the  western  European  countries  that 
I  visited,  and  to  recommend  three  major 
steps  to  improve  the  ECA  program 
which  I  believe,  if  put  into  operation,  will 
enhance  considerably  the  possibility  that 
most  of  these  nations  will  achieve  full 
recovery  by  1952.  I  have  discussed 
these  three  recommendations  during  the 
course  of  my  remarks,  and  before  tak¬ 
ing  my  seat,  I  desire  to  repeat  them  now, 
for  the  purpose  of  emphasis: 

First.  The  ECA  Administrator  should 
take  steps  to  bring  about  immediately 
the  interchangeability  of  currencies 
among  the  western  European  nations,  so 
that  goods  may  flow  more  freely  across 
the  borders  as  they  did  prior  to  World 
War  II.  I  found  that  industrial  and 
agricultural  production  has  reached  or 
exceeded  prewar  levels  in  most  of  the 
countries  I  visited,  and  goods  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  pile  up  in  warehouses  and  stores. 
Trade  between  the  ERP  countries  is  more 
or  less  stagnant,  because  the  nations 
have  no  faith  in  one  another’s  currencies, 
and  because  many  of  them,  particularly 
Great  Britain,  prefer  to  sell  their  prod¬ 
ucts  in  the  dollar  areas. 

Second.  The  ECA  Administrator 
should  insist  that  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  take  action  to  reduce  the  wide  gap 
which  exists  between  workers’  income 
and  the  cost  of  food,  clothing,  and  other 
essential  commodities.  Goods  are  plen¬ 
tiful,  but  the  people  do  not  have  enough 
money  to  pay  the  high  prices  that  are 
asked. 

Third.  German  industry  should  be  re¬ 
habilitated  so  that  Germany  can  play  its 
full  part  in  the  recovery  of  western  Eu¬ 
rope.  I  am  convinced  that  development 
of  industrial  production  in  Germany  on 
a  peacetime  basis  is  essential  to  a  bal¬ 
anced  economy  in  western  Europe. 

I  wish  to  thank  Senators  for  their 
interest  in  my  remarks.  I  am  hopeful 
that  more  Senators  will  be  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  visit  the  countries  we  are 
assisting.  I  am  certain  that  it  would 
redound  to  the  benefit  of  our  people.  It 
would  place  Senators  in  better  position 
to  vote  for  or  against  the  huge  sums  we 
are  appropriating  in  aid  of  our  friends. 

ORDER  FOR  CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  re¬ 
porters  have  come  to  me  and  made  a  re¬ 
quest,  which  I  think  is  very  reasonable. 
I  made  the  statement  yesterday  that 
when  we  reached  the  hour  of  7:30  to¬ 
night  we  shall  immediately  start  calling 
the  calendar  from  the  beginning.  I  in¬ 
tend  to  keep  that  agreement,  of  course, 
but  I  think  we  probably  should  take  a 
recess  at  6:30  to  enable  us  to  have  a  bite 
to  eat.  The  reporters  are  very  anxious 
to  have  some  sustenance  to  carry  them 
through  the  evening.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  6:30  o’clock  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  until  7:30. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  examined  the  Rec¬ 
ord  this  morning.  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  a  unanimous-consent  order  for  the 
calendar  call.  Was  there  a  unanimous- 


consent  request  for  a  call  of  the  calendar 
at  7:30  this  evening?  . 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  was  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thought  not.  May 
I  suggest  to  the  Senator,  why  not  make 
that  request  now. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  was  merely  a  gen¬ 
eral  understanding  that  the  calendar 
would  be  called  at  7 :  30. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  statement  was 
made  by  the  majority  leader,  as  I  recall. 
I  merely  had  in  mind  it  will  be  necessary 
to  have  a  unanimous-consent  request, 
since  we  are  not  in  the  morning  hour. 
I  think  the  order  might  be  made  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  at  the  hour  of 
7:30  p.  m.  tonight  the  pending  business 
be  temporarily  laid  aside  and  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  call  of  all  unob- 
jected-to  bills  on  the  calendar,  beginning 
at  the  beginning  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

. —  —  CALL  Q f>- ■  TH ft-ROLL — . — 

Mr.  MCCARTHY  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  in  order  that  I  may 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  for  that  purpose  if  I  do  not  lose  the 
floor  thereby. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  Of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  rork 

The  roll  was  called,  kpd  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  ttieir  names: 


se  nfo- 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

SMlller 

jAnderson 

Hickenlooper 

Spillikin  f 

'Baldwin 

Hill 

Morse  / 

^Brewster 

Hoey 

MuHdt  / 

'Bricker 

Holland 

Murray 

Fridges 

Hunt 

MyersX/ 

iButler 

Ives 

Neely  * 

i  Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Conor 

|Caln 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’MahonejK, 

JCapehart 

[Chapman 

'Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Pepper  'v. 

Kefauver 

Kem 

Robertson 

Russell 

Jconnally 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

S(;hoeppel 

[Cordon 

Knowland 

Donnell 

Langer 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Lodge 

/Sparkman 
'  Stennis 

[Dulles 

Long  i 

Ecton 

Lucas 

Tart 

'Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
[George 
Gillette 
Graham 
.  Green 
iGurney 
Hayden 


McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan , 
McFarlar 
McGrath 
McKella 
McMahon 
Magndson 
Malone 
Marjfin 
Mafbank 


Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tobey 

Tydlngs 

Vandenberg 

Watkins 

Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Withers 

Young 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  preser 

ADDITIONAL  CIRCUIT  AND  DISTRICT 
JUDGEjn — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MciCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  do  me  the  courtesy  to  yield 
so  I  ma£  submit  a  conference  report? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr,  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
[submit  a  conference  report,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  its  present  con¬ 
sideration. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The'' 
(clerk  will  read  the  report. 

]  The  report  was  read, 
j  (For  conference  report,  see  House 
Speedings  of  July  25,  1949,  pp.  10&27- 
510329.)  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Inhere 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
ible  Senator  from  Nevada  give  us  a  brief 
explanation  of  the  result  of  the  con¬ 
ference? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  It  will  be  recalled, 
VIr.  President,  that  when  the  Senate 
icted  on  the  bill  one  Senate  committee 
amendment  to  the  bill  provided  for  cer¬ 
tain  qualifications  for  judges  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  That  amendment 
same  from  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  The  Senate  agreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  It,  among’  other  amendments, 
went  to  conference.  The  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate  receded  from  that 
amendment.  The  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  House  receded  from  every  other 
amendment  to  the  bill  the  Senate  had 
adopted.  That  included  amendments 
dealing  with  judges  in  southern  Califor¬ 
nia,  a  judge  in  Oklahoma,  and  a  judge 
in  Kansas.  All  Senate  amendments  re¬ 
lating  tgt those  judges  were  acceded  to  by 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House. 
As  I  said,  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate  receded  from  the  Senate 
amehdment  providing  qualifications  for 
the  judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Can  the  Senator 
inform  the  Senate  whether  or  not  all  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  both 
of  the  majority  and  the  minority,  signed 
the  report? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  The  minority  con¬ 
feree  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  did 
not  sign  the  report.  The  other  conferees 
signed  the  report.  I  might  say  in  that 
regard  that  I  offered  a  compromise  to 
the  language  of  qualification  adopted  by 
the  Senate  respecting  the  judges  for  the 
strict  of  Columbia.  That  compromise 
as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees.  It  was  a 
compromise  which  would  have  amended 
the’statute  providing  for  disqualification 
of  a  judge  under  certain  conditions.  But 
on  furamr  reflection  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  t\e  House  brought  matters  to  my 
attention  which  made  me  believe  we 
should  recede  even  from  that  compro¬ 
mise.  To  that  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  did  not  agree.  That 
was  the  only  matter  on  which  there  was 
no  complete  agreement. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND,  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  would  have  a^y  objection  to  let¬ 
ting  this  matter  go  oveKtemporarily  un¬ 
til  I  can  consult  with  theNminority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conferees  on  tag  part  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Certain^  not. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President\will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Yes.  \ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  understand  the\bill 
which  is  now  being  presented  by  the  cdn- 
ferees  follows  the  language  which  was 


10413 


1949  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


The  farmer  has  a  great  need  for  a 
telephone — more  so  even  than  towns¬ 
people^  He  wants  it  to  call  on  his  neigh¬ 
bor  in  entergency,  such  as  fire.  He  wants 
to  be  abl&io  call  a  doctor.  He  needs  it 
to  carry  on  us  business,  to  order  parts  for 
a  broken  marine,  to  market  his  crops  to 
best  advantage,  and  for  a  hundred  other 
business  needs,  v  His  wife  wants  to  be 
able  to  arrange\details  of  a  church 
sociable.  His  childfe^n  want  to  lay  plans 
for  a  4-H  or  Future\Parmers  project. 

Certainly  the  farmer  needs  a  tele¬ 
phone.  He  wants  it,  an\he  ought  to  be 
able  to  get  it.  In  the  palthe  could  not 
get  a  telephone  because  nJtaaopoly  sup¬ 
pliers  could  not  make  monw  on  rural 
telephone  lines,  and  they  wen^about  his 
only  source  of  service.  Now,  l^pwever, 
the  situation  is  much  different,  l^w  the 
farmer  cannot  get  a  telephone  because 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculmre 
has  failed  to  take  action  on  this  vip^ 
matter,  but  this  will  soon  be  remedied.  1 

The  urgent  need  for  action  on  rural 
telephones  is  obvious  from  the  record  of 
the  past  and  the  present  situation. 
Briefly  and  baldly,  more  farms  had  tele¬ 
phone  service  in  1920  than  have  it  in 
1949. 

As  I  have  indicated,  the  big  companies 
have  been  little  interested  in  building 
farm  telephone  lines.  What  has  been 
done  has  in  fact  been  the  result  of  action 
by  farmers  themselves.  Back  before  the 
First  World  War  farmers  organized 
mutuals  and  small  local  independent 
companies.  These  provided  telephone 
service  after  a  fashion.  Their  intentions 
were  laudable.  But,  by  and  large,  they 
were  under-capitalized.  Little  or  no 
provision  was  made  for  maintenance, 
none  for  replacement  of  worn-out, 
damaged,  or  obsolete  equipment.  Conse¬ 
quently,  these  struggling  little  companies 
had  tough  going  and,  especially  in  the 
late  1920's,  went  out  of  business  by  the 
hundreds.  Many  of  those  which  man¬ 
aged  to  hang  on  are  providing  a  service 
which  is  only  slightly  better  than  none. 
Many  which  are  now  providing  fair  or 
good  service  are  in  desperate  need  of  new 
capital  for  rehabilitating  their  proper¬ 
ties.  The  sight  of  broken  telephone  poles 
barely  kept  erect  by  the  wires,  or  wire^ 
tacked  to  trees  and  fence  posts,  is  coof- 
mon  in  rural  areas  near  our  towns.  / 

During  the  war  proposals  were >nade 
for  Federal  rural  telephone  programs  to 
correct  the  obvious  shortcomings  of  the 
situation.  What  followed  coind  hardly 
be  explained  as  a  coincident^— the-tele- 
phone  monopoly,  as  rapidjy  as  it  could 
obtain  materials,  busiecl/xself  building 
rural  lines — that  is,  if  v^u  call  suburban 
areas  rural.  The  monopoly  was  even 
busier  telling  the  world,  especially  the 
farmers,  about  their  plans  and  progress. 
Large  advertisements  by  the  Bell  system 
companies  in  loading  farm  magazines,  a 
first-class  propaganda  motion  picture, 
and  a  proucLBooklet  announcing  the  mil¬ 
lionth  rural  telephone,  were  features  of 
this  postwar  campaign  carried  on  while 
Congre^C  had  before  it  bills  to  provide 
for  rural  telephone  loans. 

This  was  fine  as  far  as  it  went.  But 
it  was  not  intended  to  go  very  far.  Farm- 
ers  know  that,  despite  all  the  propagan¬ 
da,  they  just  have  not  gotten  telephones 


out  in  the  real  farm  country  where 
phones  are  needed  most  desperately. 

More  than  half  the  farmers  do  not 
have  telephones.  They  have  no  hope  of 
getting  them,  except  through  a  national 
program.  This  fact  has  been  recognized 
for  a  long  time,  and  has  never  been  se¬ 
riously  challenged. 

Let  us  analyze  the  opposition  to  the 
bill.  Two  groups  testified  against  the 
bill  before  the  House  committee,  and  two 
asked  the  Senate  committee  for  permis¬ 
sion  to  file  opposition  briefs.  These  two 
groups  are  the  Bell  System  companies 
and  the  United  States  Independent  Tele¬ 
phone  Association.  By  and  large,  they 
represent  big  business — the  world’s 
greatest  private  monopoly,  and  the  group 
of  large  independent  companies  which 
follow  the  Bell  line.  Why  do  they  op¬ 
pose  it?  Because  they  do  want  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  to  have  any  yardstick  other 
than  their  own  operations  by  which  to 
judge  the  efficiency  and  propriety  of 
their  actions. 

History  repeats  itself.  Many  of  us  can 
i^all  the  cries  of  the  power  trust  back 
in^035  when  the  REA  bill  was  being  dey 
batelk  The  phony  fears  that  were 
pressimthen  are  being  revived  in  these 
telephone  debates.  Let  us  see  wha^hey 
are :  / 

First,  Reclaimed  the  rural  telephone 
job  is  competed.  We  have  heard  that 
one  practicallVevery  time  REA  ap¬ 
propriation  billmas  come  up  since  1935. 
And  still  there  ike  farnfers  anxiously 
waiting  for  service^Thartact  is  that  over 
55  percent  of  the  fartaaf  are  still  without 
telephones  of  any  khfl^-good  or  bad. 

Second,  it  is  clajmeaWarmers  cannot 
afford  telephone^  Thackwas  another 
old  one  long  m»d  by  the^tower  Trust 
and  now  dugyffut  by  the  tell^hone  mo¬ 
nopoly.  Thy  plain  fact  is\  Today’s 
farmer  carinot  afford  to  be  without  a 
phone — apd  he  knows  it. 

Of  caflrse,  many  farmers  cannotaf- 
ford  swvice  of  the  kind  that  is  now  bamg 
offeuro.  Let  me  read  from  one  of  maHy 
letJPrs  received  on  this  subject:  1 

Afe  have  tried  to  get  telephone  service 
mere,  but  have  not  had  any  luck.  The  Bell 
people  will  put  a  pay  station  at  the  store  if 
we  make  them  a  gift  of  $10,700.  We  can 
get  a  10-party  line  from  Victorville  if  we 
advance  $15,000  refunded  10  percent  of  bills 
for  10  years  and  then  nothing  thereafter. 
Both  a  joke. 

A  joke  is  right.  But  who  is  the  butt 
of  it?  The  farmer. 

Third,  it  is  claimed  the  telephone  com¬ 
pany  is  doing  its  job  and  will  continue 
until  adequate  coverage  is  attained.  It 
is  perfectly  clear  that  adequate  coverage 
means  little  more  than  cream  skimming. 
Service  for  everybody  is  as  unlikely  to 
be  a  part  of  Bell’s  future  plans  as  it  has 
been  part  of  their  past  accomplishment. 

Fourth,  it  is  claimed  that  the  rural- 
telephone  program  we  propose  will  put 
Government  in  business  and  will  lead  to 
unnecessary  duplication.  The  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  committee  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  Government  telephones.  I 
want  all  Senators  to  know  this.  It 
merely  provides  for  low-cost  financing 
so  that  the  companies  already  in  the 
field,  and  new  companies  where  neces¬ 
sary,  can  do  the  job.  Companies  that 


really  want  to  bring  service  to  farmers- 
but  which  cannot  do  so  because  of  lack 
of  capital  have  nothing  to  fear.  In  frfet, 
they  will  be  helped  to  do  their  job  better 
under  this  bill.  I  want  every  single  in¬ 
dependent  company  throughoutyftmerica 
to  know  that  no  one  attempts  to  put 
them  out  of  business.  Thejpe  is  no  at¬ 
tempt  to  hamper  them  in  apy  way.  The 
attempt  is  to  help  them.  / 

The  telephone  mono^ly  is  no  piker — 
even  when  compared^  with  the  Power 
Trust.  The  A.  T.  &/T.  and  its  interna¬ 
tional  empire,  inducing  the  Bell  systems, 
control  98  percent  of  the  long  distance 
telephone  linesynd  about  85  percent  of 
all  the  facility's  for  local  phone  service 
in  this  county. 

Despite  Vne  power  of  the  opposition, 
however  Jlne  telephone  trust  wTas  soundly 
beaten Jp  the  House.  Now  it  is  up  to  us 
in  tho/senate.  I  for  one  want  to  com- 
plin^nt  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for 
his^ssurance  that  the  bill  will  be  taken 
up  in  time  to  be  voted  upon  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 


Senators  answered  to  their  names: 

Aiken 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Baldwin 

Hendrickson 

MiHlkin 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Bricker 

Hill 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hoey 

Murray 

Butler 

Holland 

Myers 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Neely 

Cain 

Ives 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Knowland 

Stennls 

Dulles 

Langer 

Taft 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Ellender 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Vandenberg 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Wherry 

George 

McFarland 

Wiley 

Gillette 

McGrath 

Williams 

Bfcaham 

McKellar 

Withers 

G^ten 

McMahon 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  i^oresent. 

The  Question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
second  amendment  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  McHELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy\p  understand  that  we  are 
about  to  have^vote  on  this  amendment. 
I  should  like  td^have  about  3  or  4  min¬ 
utes  to  explain  ink 

Mr.  LUCAS,  m  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  to  pertoit  me  to  propound 
a  parliamentary  inquwy? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Certainly. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Will  tile  chair  please 
etataijwgt  whew 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  on  page  3,  in  lines  2  and 
3,  to  strike  out  “$1,074,000,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  “$1,000,000,000.”  That  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  question. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  explain  the  amendment  to  the 
Senate,  if  I  may.  It  will  take  only  a 
short  time  to  do  so. 
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Public  Law  47,  of  the  Eighty-first 
Congress,  approved  April  19,  1949,  au¬ 
thorized  an  appropriation  of  $1,150,000,- 
000  for  economic  aid  to  Europe  for  the 
period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30, 
1949. 

The  budget  estimate,  House  Document 
No.  167,  submitted  by  the  President  on 
April  22,  1949,  recommended  $1,074,000,- 
000  or  $76,000,000  below  the  authoriza¬ 
tion,  because  of  price  declines  in  the 
United  States.  The  House  allowed  the 
estimate  in  its  entirety.  In  other  words, 
the  House  agreed  to  the  $76,000,000  re¬ 
duction. 

ECA  was  advanced  by  RPC,  pursuant 
to  section  8  (b)  of  Public  Lay;  47,  Eighty- 
first  Congress,  the  sum  of  $1,000,000,- 
000  to  be  repaid,  without  interest,  from 
funds  appropriated.  This  billion  dollars 
was  obligated  in  its  entirety  before  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1949.  The  ECA  was 
without  authority  to  obligate,  and,  of 
course,  did  not  obligate  additional  funds 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

In  view  of  the  conditions — the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  advance  of  $1,000,000,000  and 
the  completion  of  the  fiscal  year — the 
committee  recommends  only  $1,000,000,- 
C00  for  this  period,  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949.  Following  announcement 
of  the  committee’s  action  in  reducing  by 
$74,000,000  the  funds  for  the  final  quar¬ 
ter  of  fiscal  year  1949,  the  ECA  an¬ 
nounced  that  it  had  committed,  since 
July  1,  the  $74,000,000  requested  for  the 
fourth  quarter,  fiscal  year  1949,  inasmuch 
as  “they  had  been  led  to  believe  it  would 
be  forthcoming  in  full,”  as  stated  in  a 
newspaper  account.  ECA  officials  stated 
that  in  their  judgment  the  commitment 
was  authorized  by  Public  Law  154, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  making  temporary 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes.  The  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  remember  that  was  the 
so-called  act  providing  compensation  for 
Government  employees  while  awaiting 
the  passage  of  the  regular  appropriation 
bills.  It  was  a  temporary  measure  to 
carry  things  along  while  awaiting  the 
passage  of  the  regular  appropriation 
bills. 

The  committee,  in  recommending  only 
$1,000,000,000,  felt  that  no  authority  ex¬ 
isted  for  obligation  of  the  additional  $74,- 
000,000  requested  for  the  final  quarter, 
and  so  stated  in  its  report  on  the  bill.  I 
discussed  the  legal  question  with  the 
Senate  legislative  counsel,  and  he  has 
furnished  our  committee  with  an  opin¬ 
ion,  the  conclusion  of  which  I  should  like 
to  read: 

Any  argument  that  the  obligation  of  said 
$74,000,000  constitutes  a  moral  commitment 
by  the  Congress  to  increase  to  total  appro¬ 
priation  for  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  or 
that  the  ECA  was  within  its  legal  rights  in 
obligating  said  amount  and  earmarking  it 
against  the  item  contained  in  the  House 
bill,  since  they  had  been  led  to  believe  it 
would  be  forthcoming  in  full — as  stated  in 
the  New  York  Times,  July  13,  1949,  by  Felix 
Belair,  Jr. — is  not  warranted  either  by  the 
specific  provisions  of  law  involved  or  by  the 
legislative  history  thereof. 

I  digress  here  long  enough  to  say  that 
if  we  appropriate  this  additional  $74,- 
600,000,  we  shall  be  establishing  a  prece¬ 
dent  which  the  Congress  cannot  afford 


to  establish,  for  the  reason  that  if  that 
were  done,  at  any  time  when  there  might 
be  an  alleged  emergency,  if  a  budget 
estimate  of  an  appropriation  had  been 
presented  to  the  Congress,  all  any  de¬ 
partment  would  have  to  do  would  be  to 
say,  “This  amount  has  been  authorized, 
and  we  expect  Congress  to  appropriate 
it.  So  we  are  entitled  to  obligate  it  and 
begin  to  spend  it.”  Where  such  a  course 
would  lead  us,  no  one  can  tell.  As  a  be¬ 
liever  in  our  Constitution  and  our  laws 
a.nd  as  a  member  and  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  I  appeal  to 
the  Senate  not  to  set  such  a  precedent. 

I  read  further  from  the  opinion  of  our 
legislative  counsel: 

Public  Law  154  did  not  permit  and  was  not 
intended  to  permit  agencies  of  Government 
to  obligate  or  expend  moneys  in  fiscal  1950 
which  were  tentatively  included  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  and  were  in  the  nature  of  a 
deficiency  or  supplemental  appropriation  for 
the  fiscal  year  1949.  The  House  committee 
report  referred  to  above  indicates  that  said 
Public  Law  was  enacted  merely  to  continue 
the  ordinary  functions  of  Government 
through  July  31,  1949. 

Of  course,  all  of  us  know  that  Is  abso¬ 
lutely  true. 

Mr.  Rice  continues  as  follows: 

An  obligation  or  expenditure  of  appro¬ 
priations  by  an  agency  of  Government  dur¬ 
ing  the  current  month  of  July,  if  it  is  at  a 
rate  no  higher  than  that  provided  for  in  the 
fiscal  year  1949,  is  permissible  under  said 
Public  Law.  However,  when  an  agency  of 
Government  so  obligates  moneys  during  such 
month,  it  does  so  with  the  clear  understand¬ 
ing  that  said  moneys  will  be  deducted  from 
the  appropriation  eventually  made  available 
to  it  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  and  cannot  be 
earmarked  as  allocable  to  any  particular  item 
of  appropriation  contained  in  either  the 
House  or  Senate  version  of  the  appropriation 
bill  as  it  is  not  known  at  the  time  the  obli¬ 
gation  or  expenditure  is  made  what  the  final 
policy  of  the  Congress  will  be  with  respect 
to  any  particular  item  of  appropriation. 

Mr.  Rice  continued: 

It  should  be  pointed  out  in  conclusion 
that  under  Public  Law  154  ECA  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  obligate  $74,000,000  during  the 
month  of  July,  or  any  other  amount  within 
the  limitations  of  said  law,  but  it  must  be 
deducted  from  the  total  appropriation  finally 
enacted  into  law  for  said  administration  for 
the  current  fiscal  year.  It  cannot  be  said, 
however,  that  the  Congress  is  morally  com¬ 
mitted  to  increase  said  appropriation  by 
$74,000,000  merely  because  the  ECA  had  rec¬ 
ommended  and  hoped  that  Congress  would 
finally  appropriate  the  $74,000,000  item 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  that  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  perfectly  clear  statement  that  we  can¬ 
not  appropriate  this  $74,000,000.  I  am 
appealing  to  all  Senators,  irrespective  of 
party,  irrespective  of  design,  to  stand  by 
the  law  as  it  is  and  as  it  has  been  con¬ 
strued  by  our  Legislative  Counsel.  That 
is  all  I  have  to  say.  I  am  merely  appeal¬ 
ing  to  the  Senate  to  stand  by  the  law  as 
it  has  been  interpreted  by  our  legisla¬ 
tive  counsel.  I  think  he  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect.  I  hope  we  can  now  vote  on  the 
amendment,  and  that  the  amendment 
may  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  able  Senator  from  Tennessee  in 
hoping  we  may  have  a  prompt  vote,  but 
I  am  sure  he  would  be  quite  willing  to 


have  the  other  side  of  this  particular 
issue  very  briefly  presented. 

When  the  debate  on  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  opened — a  very  long  time  ago, 
it  seems  to  me,  although  we  have  not 
paid  much  attention  to  it  since — I  stated 
I  thought  the  friends  of  ECA  were  well 
advised  to  accept  the  reduction  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  so  that  the 
arithmetic  could  go  to  conference  for 
final  consideration.  Having  made  that 
very  substantial  concession,  in  our  point 
of  view,  I  feel  particularly  entitled  to 
rise  in  an  appeal  against  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  represents  an  additional  re¬ 
duction,  which  reaches  back  in  effect 
into  the  last  quarter  of  the  last  fiscal 
year. 

Let  me  see  whether  we  fully  under¬ 
stand  the  situation  we  confront.  In  the 
first  place,  it  is  my  understanding  that 
there  is  no  record,  there  is  no  testimony, 
there  was  no  hearing  in  respect  to  the 
amendment.  If  I  am  wrong  about  that, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  be  corrected. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  We  had  about  1,000 
or  1,500  pages  of  hearings  on  this  and  the 
other  20  amendments  to  the  bill — 21 
amendments  in  all,  I  believe.  It  was  one 
of  the  most  vigorously  contested  of  all 
the  amendments. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to 
cite  to  him  some  of  the  testimony. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Testimony  by 
whom? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  By  Mr.  Hoffman.  I 
hand  the  record  to  the  Senator,  indicat¬ 
ing  the  part  to  which  I  refer. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  claim  that  this  item  had  a  full  hear¬ 
ing  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Oh,  no;  I  would  not 
say  a  full  hearing  at  all. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  will  say  not  at 
all.  There  are  a  thousand  pages  dealing 
with  the  entire  subject,  and  there  may  be 
a  few  lines  dealing  with  this  item.  But  I 
submit  a  study  of  the  record  indicates  the 
committee  gave  no  such  attention  in  its 
hearings  to  this  particular  thing  as  it 
did  to  the  other  problems,  to  which,  I 
agree,  it  gave  most  exhaustive  attention. 
Certainly,  Mr.  Hoffman,  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  had  no  opportunity  to  present  to  the 
committee  his  full  case  with  respect  to 
the  amendment.  That  must  be  true.  If 
it  is  not  true,  again  I  pause  for  correction. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  does  not  claim,  does  he,  that 
Mr.  Hoffman  had  the  right  to  borrow  this 
$74,000,000  from  another  department  of 
the  Government  and  then  have  it  given 
back  to  him,  in  addition?  In  other  words, 
that  is  committing  for  expenditure  in 
fiscal  year  1949  $74,000,000  that  he  does 
not  have.  Of  course,  I  do  not  see  what 
explanation  he  could  make,  other  than 
the  one  he  made. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  If  the  Senator 
will  be  patient,  very  briefly,  I  shall  give 
him  the  explanation. 
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Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  should  like  to  hear 
It. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  The  point  I  am 
making  at  the  moment  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  question  raised  by  my  very 
dear  friend  from  Tennessee.  At  the 
moment,  I  am  saying  the  Administrator 
never  had  an  opportunity  to  present  his 
case  on  the  record  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  in  respect  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment.  Therefore,  the  least 
consideration  we  can  give  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  at  the  moment  is  to  hear  what 
he  has  to  say  about  this  particular 
amendment.  It  is  for  that  purpose,  and 
that  purpose  alone,  that  I  rise. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  DOes  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
call  the  Senator’s  attention  to  this  testi¬ 
mony  by  the  Administrator,  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man,  which  caused  me,  as  one  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  to  feel  that 
no  further  testimony  was  expected  on 
this  subject.  I  did  not  see  how  we  could 
make  the  reduction  of  $74,000,000.  At 
page  89  of  the  record  of  the  hearings, 
these  questions  were  asked,  and  they  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  asked  by  me: 

Senator  Saltonstall.  There  is  the  request 
up  to  June  30  of  $1,074,083,375.  It  is  now 
June  8.  I  assume  that  that  is  a  factual 
reality  upon  which  there  is  no  possible  re¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Saltonstall.  So  that  a  total  reduc¬ 
tion,  if  any,  must  come  out  of  the  $3,568,- 
000,000;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  That  is  correct;  yes,  sir. 

Then  there  was  furthern  testimony. 
So,  as  one  member  of  the  committee,  I 
assumed  from  that  statement  there  was 
no  possible  reduction  of  $74,000,000  in 
that  amount,  as  it  was  either  all  spent  or 
all  contracted  for.  Subsequent  testi¬ 
mony,  or  subsequent  consultation  with 
Mr.  Hoffman,  gave  me,  as  one  member  of 
the  Committee,  a  very  strong  impression 
that  that  money  was  all  contracted  for  or 
agreed  upon,  and  that  therefore,  if  we 
did  make  any  reduction  in  the  amount, 
it  would  have  to  be  carried  forward  and 
taken  out  of  the  amount  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950;  and  if  we  did  that,  that  was  in 
substance  a  reduction  in  addition  to  any 
other  reduction  we  made  after  June  30, 
1950. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  statement.  He  is  dealing 
with  the  merits  of  the  matter  to  which 
I  am  about  to  advert.  There  is  in  the 
hearings  that  incidental  reference  to 
the  subject,  but  I  assert  the  hearings  are 
void  of  any  substantial  discussion  of  this 
particular  amendment  so  far  as  any 
opportunity  was  afforded  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  when  it  actually  came  to  an 
issue,  to  present  his  side  of  the  case;  and 
that  is  what  I  now  propose  to  do. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  further 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  merely  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  there  was  no 
further  testimony  in  the  hearings  so  far 
as  I  know  except  that  statement  of  fact. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  merely  want  to  say 
to  the  Senator,  this  is  money  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  by  way  of  a  deficiency  for  1949, 
as  a  matter  of  fact.  The  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  would  be  glad  to  hear 
Mr.  Hoffman  if  he  has  anything  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  committee  in  the  future.  At 
any  time  he  wants  to  come,  our  doors  are 
open.  But  it  ought  not  to  be  in  this  bill. 
If  we  should  set  the  precedent  that  the 
head  of  a  department  can  borrow  money 
from  another  department  and  commit  it 
for  expenditures,  any  time  he  likes,  it 
would  be  a  very  great  mistake  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate,  I  would  say,  and  of 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Will  the  Senator 
allow  me  to  present  the  case? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes;  certainly.  I 
apologize  for  interrupting  the  Senator. 
I  shall  not  interrupt  him  any  further. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  The  Senator 
never  needs  to  apologize  to  me. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  i  want  to  apologize 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  desire  to  pre¬ 
sent  Mr.  Hoffman’s  point  of  view,  be¬ 
cause  I  think  it  is  sound  and  it  justifies 
the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

From  his  letter  to  me  of  July  12,  which 
was  made  generally  public  at  the  time, 
for  the  purpose  of  disseminating  the  in¬ 
formation  involved,  I  read,  starting  on 
page  3.  This  deals  with  the  pending 
amendment. 

The  third  action  of  the  Senate  committee 
which  worries  me  is  the  reduction  of  the 
appropriation  requested  for  the  fourth  quar¬ 
ter  of  fiscal  1949  by  $74,000,000.  By  this  I 
do  not  mean  to  imply  that  the  other  reduc¬ 
tions  cause  me  no  concern.  My  views  on 
this  score  have  been  stated  many  times,  but 
this  particular  item  is  especially  serious. 
As  in  the  case  of  the  other  two  actions  on 
which  I  have  commented — 

Referring  to  some  other  amend¬ 
ments — 

no  question  about  the  $74,000,000  was  raised 
during  the  hearings  at  which  I  testified. 
Since  April  3  of  this  year,  due  to  the  fact 
that  it  has  not  been  possible  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  pass  an  appropriation  bill  for  the 
ECA  before  the  appropriation  for  the  first 
12  months  ran  out,  we  have  faced  great  dif¬ 
ficulties. 

That  is  quite  obvious,  Mr.  President. 
Let  us  remember  that  the  Administrator 
of  ECA  has  had  no  basic  bill  upon  which 
to  proceed  for  nearly  4  months.  I  con¬ 
tinue  reading  from  Mr.  Hoffman’s  letter: 

The  authorizing  legislation  gave  us  a  Re¬ 
construction  Finance  Corporation  advance 
for  the  fourth  quarter  of  $1,000,000,000. 
With  this  we  had  to  proceed  as  best  we  could 
in  administering  the  program  for  which,  as 
has  been  testified,  it  Is  important  for  us  to 
commit  funds  4  to  5  months  in  advance  of 
the  time  when  shipments  should  be  made. 
We  have  not,  of  course,  committed  anything 
in  excess  of  the  $1,000,000,000  made  available 
to  us. 

He  means,  with  any  final  commitment. 

Nevertheless,  we  have  had  to  plan  in  ad¬ 
vance — 

Obviously,  that  was  so — 
or  permit  the  participating  countries  to  in¬ 
dicate  to  us  the  items  which  they  would 
procure  if  and  when  the  money  should  be¬ 
come  available.  This  has  made  it  possible 
to  do  a  great  deal  of  the  time-consuming 
paper  work  in  advance  so  we  would  be  able 
to-  move  promptly  upon  receipt  of  the  ap¬ 


propriation.  Our  request  for  funds  for  fiscal 
1950  has  been  based  on  the  assumption  that 
the  $74,000,000  which  the  Senate  committee 
has  cut  off  would  be  available  in  that  period 
for  commitment  or  expenditure.  I  should 
point  out  in  this  connection  that  the  ac¬ 
tions  of  the  House  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  full  House  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  House  itself  all  contain 
provision  for  $1,074,000,000  for  the  fourth 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949. 

That  would  not  justify  Mr.  Hoffman 
in  concluding  he  had  total  and  final  au¬ 
thority,  but  that  at  least  justifies  him  in 
thinking  that  the  completion  of  this 
process  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
where  bills  of  this  character  originate, 
did  entitle  him  to  think,  I  submit,  when 
the  House  of  Representatives  had  con¬ 
firmed  his  belief,  that  he  did  have  this 
appropriation  for  the  last  quarter  to  be 
made  subsequently  available  to  him,  and 
was  justified  in  starting  to  use  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  shall  be  very 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  It  was  exactly  for  that 
reason  that  I  voted  in  the  committee  in 
favor  of  allowing  the  $74,000,000.  When 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  estimated  $74,- 
000,000,  and  when  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  took  the  same  action,  it 
seemed  to  me  that  Mr.  Hoffman  was  fully 
justified  in  making  his  plans  and  ad¬ 
vising  those  with  whom  he  was  connected 
that  it  was  expected  that  the  money 
would  be  made  available.  It  is  for  that 
reason  that  I  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  for  his  statement. 
It  represents  the  type  of  fair-play  think¬ 
ing  which  I  would  expect  from  him  under 
the  circumstances. 

Here  is  a  situation  in  which  the  final 
legislative  process  upon  which  Adminis¬ 
trator  Hoffman  had  finally  to  depend 
was  held  up  at  this  end  of  the  line,  far 
into  the  new  fiscal  year.  He  had  to  use 
his  own  best  judgment  within  the  guid¬ 
ance  of  the  landmarks  available  to  him 
in  making  his  plans.  If  he  looked  any¬ 
where  for  landmarks  upon  which  he  had 
a  reasonable  right  to  place  some  degree 
of  reliance,  he  certainly  found  them  in 
the  agreement  of  the  subcommittee  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
the  agreement  of  the  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  the  agreement  of 
the  House  itself.  He  did  not  have  the 
judgment  of  the  Senate,  and  he  could 
not  have  had  it,  because  it  has  not  even 
yet  been  rendered;  and  I  wonder  how 
much  longer  this  week  it  will  take  to 
render  it. 

Let  me  continue  with  Mr.  Hoffman’s 
statement.  He  has  just  stated  that  he 
felt  he  had  a  right  to  put  some  degree 
of  reliance  upon  the  action  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  continue  to  read: 

It  was  on  the  basis  of  these  actions  that 
we  made  our  tentative  allotments  for  the 
fourth  quarter  for  fiscal  year  1949,  even 
though  we  have  been  careful  not  to  finalize 
the  $74,000,000  over  and  above  the  $1,000,- 
000,000  RFC  advance  contained  In  the  au¬ 
thorizing  legislation. 

He  still  stays  strictly  within  the  law, 
but  he  has  to  plan  on  some  basis.  He 
cannot  suspend  operations  merely  be¬ 
cause  we  suspend  operations  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  respect  to  legislation.  He  had  to 
have  a  basis  upon  which  to  proceed,  and 
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I  submit  he  took  a  basis  upon  which  he 
had  a  right  to  put  reasonable  reliance. 
I  continue  reading: 

When,  however,  Congress  passed  House 
Joint  Resolution  284  June  30,  1949,  making 
additional  funds  available  for  expenditure  in 
th  month  of  July,  we  felt  justified  in  making 
allotment  of  the  $74,000,000  firm  to  the  coun¬ 
tries  to  which  tentative  allocations  have  been 
made  from  this  sum.  It  will  be  evident  that 
the  $74,000,000  has  already  been  committed, 
and  to  withdraw  it  now  would  create  the 
most  serious  complications. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  word,  while  every¬ 
thing  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  says 
about  the  legalisms  of  the  situation  may 
be  true,  yet  I  submit  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  required  to  sail  this  course  with¬ 
out  chart  or  compass  during  these  past 
few  weeks,  during  the  last  quarter  of  the 
last  year  when  he  took  his  chart  from  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  and  his 
compass  from  the  House  itself  took  the 
only  chart  and  compass  he  could  pos¬ 
sibly  find  upon  which  he  had  any  right 
whatever  to  rely.  It  does  rest  within  the 
authority  of  the  Senate  to  penalize  his 
operations  in  the  next  fiscal  year,  as  a 
result,  if  the  Senate  pleases,  but  I  sub¬ 
mit,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  who  are 
particularly  partial  to  the  ECA  enter¬ 
prise,  when  we  accept  the  cuts  proposed 
by  the  committee  for  the  fiscal  year  1950 
as  a  basis  for  conference  consideration, 
are  entitled  to  emphasize  our  appeal  that 
this  ex  post  facto  action  shall  not  further 
penalize  the  essential  administration  of 
this  great  affair. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  what  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  said.  I  desire  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  House 
Joint  Resolution  284,  now  Public  Law  154, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  which  was  ap¬ 
proved  June  30,  1949.  This  is  one  of  the 
continuing^  resolutions  which  we  pass 
which  in  my  opinion  directly  affects  what 
we  are  discussing. 

In  paragraph  (b)  it  is  provided: 

There  are  hereby  appropriated,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  .appro¬ 
priated,  and  out  of  applicable  corporate  or 
other  revenues,  receipts,  and  funds,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  de¬ 
partments,  agencies,  corporations,  or  other 
organizational  units  in  any  branch  of  the 
Government  to  carry  out  projects  or  activities 
for  which  funds  were  provided  by  Congress 
for  the  fiscal  year  1949,  and  for  which  a 
budget  estimate  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  was 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  prior  to  July  1, 
1949,  but  for  which  no  provision  is  contained 
in  any  bill  pending  in  Congress  on  July  1, 
1949,  at  the  rate  provided  for  under  any 
corresponding  appropriation  for  the  fiscal 
year  1949  or  the  budget  estimate  for  1950, 
whichever  is  smaller; 

Mr.  President,  in  the  examination  of 
what  the  ECA  did  with  respect  to  the 
fourth  quarter  of  1949,  and  in  obligating 
themselves  to  the  tune  of  $74,000,000,  we 
find  that  the  ECA  complied  exactly  with 
the  conditions  and  terms  of  this  continu¬ 
ing  resolution.  In  other  words,  they  did 
not  exceed  the  rates  as  required  by  the 
resolution.  They  kept  within  the  limi¬ 
tation  in  obligating  this  additional 
amount  of  $74,000,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  merely  make  that 
statement  in  answer  to  the  legal  argu¬ 
ment  which  has  been  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee,  be¬ 


cause  at  the  particular  time  when  this 
action  was  taken  it  was  necessary  for  the 
Senate  not  only  to  do  what  was  done  for 
the  ECA,  but  for  many  other  agencies  of 
the  Government  which  were  out  on  a 
limb  when  no  appropriations  were  made 
for  them  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  point  out  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  that  in  this  particular 
case  the  continuing  resolution  to  which 
he  refers  I  believe  had  to  do  with  the 
moneys  for  the  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  month  of  July,  and  not  for 
any  time  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1949.  I  think  he  perhaps  misin¬ 
terpreted  it.  He  may  say  that  it  implies 
that,  but  I  think  legally  it  affects  only  the 
month  of  July,  for  the  1950  appropria¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  it 
seems  to  me  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  is  entirely  correct,  and  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question.  Is  the 
Senate  to  recognize  the  validity  of  the 
argument  that  because  an  agency  re¬ 
quests  and  the  House  allows  funds,  this 
body  must  grant  the  request?  Why 
should  money  be  appropriated  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  already  passed?  We  are  appropri¬ 
ating  for  1950.  If  we  set  this  precedent, 
we  will  be  saying  that  the  head  of  any 
department  can  obligate  any  fund  he  de¬ 
sires;  and  the  movement  will  proceed 
very  fast  as  soon  as  it  is  started. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
not  take  this  step.  I  earnestly  and  pray¬ 
erfully  ask  the  Senate  not  to  take  the 
step.  If  it  does,  it  will  come  back  to 
plague  us  from  this  time  on. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Will  the  able  Senator 
kindly  state  the  period  involved?  Is  it 
the  last  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  correct,  and 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Hoffman  which  has 
been  read  was  dated  July  12,  as  I  recall, 
which  does  not  apply. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield  the  floor.  I 
am  anxious  to  get  a  vote.  It  was  charged 
a  moment  ago  that  we  were  going  very 
slowly.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  act 
promptly  now  so  that  it  cannot  be  said 
we  are  going  slowly.  I  have  been  sitting 
here  2  days  trying  my  best  to  get  a  vote. 
We  have  gotten  a  vote  on  one  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  hope  we  will  get  a  vote  on 
all  the  amendments  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  also  kindly  adVise  us  what 
amount  of  money  was  actually  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fourth  quarter?  If  Mr. 
Hoffman  had  spent  only  the  amount  of 
money  that  was  actually  appropriated 
by  the  Congress,  what  funds  would  have 
been  available  to  him  for  the  fourth 
quarter? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  He  has  the^tidy  lit¬ 
tle  sum  of  a  billion  dollars  for  the  fourth 
quarter. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  For  the  fourth  quarter? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  For  the  fourth 
quarter. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  And  is  it  the  Senator’s 
contention  that  he  should  have  spent 
only  a  billion  dollars? 


Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes.  We  have  a  law 
on  the  statute  books  to  the  effect  that 
the  heads  of  agencies  must  not  obligate 
funds  unless  they  have  them,  and  must 
not  spend  funds  unless  they  have  them. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  that  the  Senate  is  very  anxious  to 
take  a  vote  on  the  amendment,  but  I 
wish  to  say  a  few  words  about  it. 

On  April  19,  1949,  there  was  approved 
an  act.  Public  Law  47  of  the  Eighty-first 
Congress,  in  anticipation  of  the  fact  that 
the  ECA  Director  would  not  have  money 
from  an  appropriation  to  carry  on  at 
least  a  part  of  the  fourth  quarter  of  1949. 
In  section  114  of  the  act  this  wording  is 
found: 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any 
other  law,  until  such  time  as  an  appropria¬ 
tion  additional  to  that  made  by  title  I  of  the 
Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1949  (Public 
Law  793,  80th  Cong.) ,  shall  be  made  pursuant 
to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  the  Recon¬ 
struction  Finance  Corporation  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  advances  not  to  exceed 
in  the  aggregate  $1,000,000,000  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  title,  in  such  manner, 
at  such  times,  and  in  such  amounts  as  the 
Administrator  shall  request,  and  no  interest 
shall  be  charged  on  advances  made  by  the 
Treasury  to  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration  for  this  purpose.  The  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  shall  be  repaid 
without  interest  for  advances  made  by  it 
hereunder,  from  funds  made  available  for 
the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  matter  that 
is  before  the  Senate  today.  In  effect,  it 
is  a  reimbursement  of  that  billion  dollars, 
and  we  find  in  the  appropriation  bill  as 
it  came  from  the  House  not  only  the  bil¬ 
lion  dollars,  but  we  find  $74,000,000  in 
addition. 

The  bill  came  from  the  House  about 
May  23,  1949.  It  was  indicated  on  page  3 
of  the  bill  that  the  House  had  inserted 
$1,074,000,000,  and  the  Senate  committee 
changed  that  to  $1,000,000,000,  and 
struck  out  language  which  the  House  had 
inserted  in  the  bill.  After  the  provision 
for  the  $1,074,000,000,  there  was  in  the 
bill  this  language  which  is  now  stricken 
out — 

of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  char¬ 
acter  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the 
direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy 
Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate 
of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure 
which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  spec¬ 
ify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed 
a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein 
specified. 

That  language  was  stricken  out.  So  it 
would  indicate  that  the  House  at  least  had 
intended  to  reduce  the  figure  of  $1,074,- 
000,000  by  $125,000  for  what  might  be 
called  confidential  information. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  arises  as  to 
the  right  of  the  Administrator  to  expend 
these  funds,  or  even  to  commit  them.  I 
shall  not  dispute  the  facts  which  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  set  forth  in  the  letter  written 
by  him  to  my  distinguished  colleague  on 
July  12,  1949.  I  think  it  is  well  that  we 
have  all  the  facts  before  us,  because  the 
hearings  do  not  contain  sufficient  evi¬ 
dence.  But  at  the  time  of  the  voting  and 
also  during  the  discussion  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  committee  had  before  it  cer¬ 
tain  facts,  and  the  committee  reduced 
the  amount  by  $74,000,000. 
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Mr.  President,  being  the  Senator  who 
made  the  motion  to  reduce  the' total 
amount  of  the  appropriation,  let  me  say 
that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  that  the  amount  of 
$74,000,000  should  be  reduced  from  the 
total  amount  the  Administrator  would 
have  to  use  in  1950  as  well  as  from  the 
amount  set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  read  from  Mr. 
Hoffman’s  letter  and  to  comment  on  the 
evidence  before  the  Senate  at  this  time. 
It  will  be  noted  that  Mr.  Hoffman  was 
not  laboring  under  any  misapprehension 
about  the  amount  of  money  he  had  for 
the  last  quarter  of  1949.  I  read  the  act 
that  allowed  him  to  borrow  $1,000,000,000 
from  the  RFC.  That  indicated  that  the 
Senate  and  the  House  had  authorized  the 
expenditure  of  $1,000,000,000  in  the 
fourth  quarter.  Mr.  Hoffman  in  his  let¬ 
ter  said: 

Since  April  3  of  this  year,  due  to  the  fact 
that  it  has  not  been  possible  for  Congress  to 
pass  an  appropriation  bill  for  the  ECA  before 
the  appropriation  for  the  first  12  months 
ran  out — 

That  is  true,  because  we  had  to  pass 
the  authorization  of  $1,000,000,000  under 
the  act  which  I  have  read.  I  continue  to 
read  from  Mr.  Hoffman’s  letter, 
we  have  faced  great  difficulties.  The  au¬ 
thorizing  legislation  gave  us  a  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  advance  for  the 
fourth  quarter  of  $1,000,000,000.  With  this 
we  had  to  proceed  as  best  we  could  in  admin¬ 
istering  the  program  for  which,  as  has  been 
testified,  it  is  important  for  us  to  commit 
funds  four  or  five  months  in  advance  of  the 
time  when  shipments  should  be  made. 

The  next  line  in  the  letter  is  very  sig¬ 
nificant  : 

We  have  not,  of  course,  committed  any¬ 
thing  in  excess  of  $1,000,000,000  made  avail¬ 
able  to  us. 

In  other  words,  the  Congress  author¬ 
ized  $1,000,000,000,  and  Mr.  Hoffman  saw 
fit  to  be  very  certain  that  he  did  not  com¬ 
mit  in  excess  of  that  amount,  even 
though  the  situation  was  difficult,  even 
though  he  was  laboring  under  the  stress 
of  needing  more  money,  for  he  said: 

We  have  not,  of  course,  committed  any¬ 
thing  in  excess  of  the  $1,000,000,000  made 
available  to  us. 

All  the  Senate  is  asking  today  is  that 
the  ECA  use  only  the  $1,000,000,000  au¬ 
thorized. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  in  all  frankness, 
as  I  see  the  situation — and  I  have  no 
quarrel  with  anyone  who  sees  it  differ¬ 
ently  from  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan — that  the  Congress  authorized 
$1,000,000,000.  Mr.  Hoffman  was  able  to 
secure  the  cash  from  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation.  He  spent  the 
$1,000,000,000,  and  he  is  now  asking  Con¬ 
gress  to  appropriate,  in  the  bill  now  be¬ 
fore  us,  mark  you,  not  in  a  deficiency  bill, 
not  in  a  subsequent  bill,  to  cover  the 
particular  amount  of  $74,000,000 — no,  he 
is  asking  Congress  to  appropriate  the 
money  in  this  bill,  which  is  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  1950.  For  what  is  the  sum  ap¬ 
propriated  to  be  used?  It  is  to  be  used 
to  reimburse  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  for  $1,000,000,000. 


Mr.  President,  we  provided  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  legislation  giving  Mr.  Hoffman 
through  the  RFC,  the  full  billion  dollars 
that  he  should  not  pay  any  interest  on 
it,  so  that  when  he  paid  it  back  he  should 
pay  back  only  $1,000,000,000.  If  the  bill 
goes  through  as  it  came  from  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Hoffman,  that  is  the  ECA,  can 
repay  $1,000,000,000,  to  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation. 

But  what  he  is  asking  the  committee 
to  do,  and  what  he  is  asking  the  Senate 
to  do,  is  to  add  onto  it  another  $74,000,- 
000  which  he  did  not  use  during  the 
fourth  quarter.  He  did  not  commit  it 
during  the  fourth  quarter,  because 
neither  he  nor  anyone  else  knew  that  we 
would  not  pass  this  bill  prior  to  July  1. 
Therefore  he  could  not  have  committed 
it,  and  he  said  he  did  not  commit  $1 
more  than  the  $1,000,000,000. 

Mr.  Hoffman  can  spend  this  money  in 
July  during  the  fiscal  year  1950,  but  I 
say  in  all  fairness  that  all  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  proposed  to  ask  him  to  do  was 
to  take  it  out  of  the  appropriation  for 
1950.  That  is  all  the  Senate  subcommit¬ 
tee  really  asked  him  to  do.  But  he  now 
says  to  the  Senate  and  to  the  House, 
“You  passed  a  bill  in  July  indicating  to 
me  that  I  could  use  this  $74,000,000.” 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  we  did 
any  such  thing.  I  say  to  the  Senate  in 
all  fairness  that  if  we  pass  the  bill  under 
such  a  legal  interpretation  we  may  live 
to  be  plagued  by  many  an  expenditure 
under  so-called  temporary  arrange¬ 
ments. 

Let  me  read  why  that  temporary 
law  was  passed.  It  is  known  as  Public 
Law  No.  154  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress. 
I  read  from  a  memorandum  prepared  by 
the  legislative  counsel: 

Public  Law  154  appropriated  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  departments 
and  agencies  for  which  appropriations 
would  be  made  available  for  use  or  applica¬ 
tion  in  the  fiscal  year  1950  by  any  appro- 
prite  act  (such  act  not  being  law  on  July 
1,  1949),  to  carry  out  their  projects  or  activ¬ 
ities  until  the  approval  of  the  applicable 
appropriation  act,  to  the  extent  and  in  the 
manner  which  would  be  provided  for  in  the 
appropriations  granted  by  such  act. 

Now  it  is  clear  from  such  language 
that  the  appropriation  finally  made  in 
any  such  subsequent  act,  that  is  the  act 
we  have  before  us  now,  would  be  the 
controlling  amount  for  the  fiscal  yep- 
1950. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  memo¬ 
randum: 

That  language  of  said  public  act  was  mod¬ 
ified,  however,  by  a  proviso — which  states 
that — 

“In  any  case  where  an  item  is  included  in 
an  appropriation  act  which  has  been  passed 
by  only  one  House  *  *  *  for  a  project 

or  activity  for  which  funds  were  provided 
by  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year  1949,  such 
project  or  activity  shall  be  carried  on  un¬ 
der  the  appropriation  *  *  *  granted  by 

the  one  House  but  in  no  event  at  a  rate 
higher  than  that  provided  for  the  fiscal  year 
1949.” 

Mr.  President,  a  fair  interpretation  of 
this  act  was  that  it  was  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  a  provision  to  take  care  of 


temporary  expenditures  during  the 
month  of  July,  in  the  fiscal  year  1950, 
not  for  1949.  We  authorized  $1,000,000,- 
000.  We  are  paying  it  back  by  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $1,000,000,000  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Has  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  already  spent  the  $74,000,000? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  can  only  tell  the 
Senator  what  he  has  said  in  his  letter. 
I  regret  the  fact  that  the  record  was  not 
complete,  so  that  an  examination  could 
be  made.  I  think  the  testimony  before 
the  committee  in  the  record  which  I 
showed  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
was  very  strong  in  favor  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  because  it  seemed  to  be  undis¬ 
puted. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  asks 
whether  the  Administrator  has  already 
spent  the  $74,000,000.  This  is  the  answer, 
from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Hoffman  to  my 
colleague  [Mr.  VandenbergI  : 

Nevertheless,  we  have  had  to  plan  in  ad¬ 
vance  and  commit  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  to  indicate  to  us  the  items  they  would 
procure  if  and  when  the  money  should  be-* 
come  available.  This  has  made  it  possible 
to  do  a  great  deal  of  the  time-consuming 
paper  work  in  advance  so  that  we  would  be 
able  to  move  promptly  on  receipt  of  the 
appropriation.  Our  request  for  funds  for 
fiscal  year  1950  has  been  based  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  $74,000,000  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  has  cut  off  would  be  available. 

Lst  me  comment  there - 

Mr.  CAPEPIART.  Has  he  committed 
the  $74,000,000? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  This  is  what  he 
says: 

I  should  point  out  in  this  connection  that 
the  actions  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  the  full  House  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  the  House  itself  all 
contain  provision  for  $1,074,000,000  for  the 
fourth  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949.  It 
was  on  the  basis  of  these  actions  that  we 
made  our  tentative  allotments  for  the 
fourth  quarter  of  fiscal  1049,  even  though 
we  have  been  careful  not  to  finalize  the 
$74,000,000  over  and  above  the  $1,000,000,000 
RFC  advance  contained  in  the  authorizing 
legislation. 

There  is  the  answer,  I  take  it,  to  the 
Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  If  we  are  to  under¬ 
stand  from  that  letter  that  he  has  com¬ 
mitted  himself  to  spend  the  $74,000,000, 
and  the  Senate  votes  to  reduce  the 
amount  by  $74,000,000,  is  it  possible  that 
he  will  be  able  to  make  good  on  the  com¬ 
mitment  of  $74,000,000  out  of  the  balance 
of  the  1950  appropriation? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  it,  because  the  limitations  in  the 
bill  would  permit  him  to  use  the  $74,000,- 
000,  and  no  harm  would  be  done. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Then  the  net  re¬ 
sult,  if  we  reduce  this  amount  by  $74,- 
000,000,  is  that  he  will  have  $74,000,000 
less  to  spend  over-all  in  1950. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  answer  to  that 
question  is  that  that  is  the  whole  case. 
He  has  $74,000,000  less  for  1950, 
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Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  agree  with  me  that 
the  basis  of  the  appropriations  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  for  1950  was  a 
10-percent  reduction?  GARIOA  was  cut 
10  percent.  Greek-Turkish  aid  was  cut 
10  percent,  and  the  ECA  appropriations 
were  cut  10  percent.  So  if  the  $74,000,- 
000  is  not  appropriated  now,  but  goes 
over,  as  the  Senator  has  just  stated  to 
the  Senator  from  Indiana,  the  $74,000,- 
000  will  be  an  additional  cut  over  and 
above  the  10  percent,  which  was  not 
figured  upon  by  the  committee  at  the 
time.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  further  reduces 
the  appropriation  by  $74,000,000  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  10  percent;  but  I  do  not  agree 
that  it  was  not  figured  in  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  committee  knew  that  it  was 
cutting  off  10  percent  plus  $74,000,000 — 
not  only  plus  the  $74,000,000,  but  the 
$150,000,000  which  was  given  as  a  fund 
for  loans,  plus  another  $50,000,000  to 
Spain,  which  represented  a  reduction. 
So  the  committee  was  perfectly  conscious 
of  what  it  was  doing.  It  was  not  only 
cutting  the  appropriation  10  percent,  but 
it  cut  it  $74,000,000  more.  It  cut  it 
$150,000,000  more,  which  amount  was 
placed  in  a  fund  for  loans,  and  it  cut  it 
another  $50,000,000  to  give  aid  to  Spain. 
So  the  Appropriations  Committee  knew 
what  it  was  doing.  \ 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  In  the  event  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  reduced  by  $74,000,000,  we  are 
going  to  compel  the  administrator  of  the 
ECA  program  to  post-date  all  his  activ¬ 
ities;  and  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  fiscal 
year  1950  he  is  not  going  to  have  money 
to  do  business. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  THYE.  We  are  going  to  compel 
him  to  post-date  all  his  activities  in 
every  quarter  from  here  on  out. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  no  such 
idea. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  is  no  other  answer. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  In  the  first  month 
of  his  activity  he  has  $3,568,470,000.  The 
idea  that  he  will  wind  up  the  last  few 
days  of  the  fiscal  year  1950  without  any 
money  has  no  foundation  whatever.  He 
can  spend  this  money  in  1  month,  or  he 
can  spend  it  in  11  months.  He  knows 
that  he  has  the  money  to  spend  over  the 
next  12  months. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  When  our  com¬ 
mittee  had  under  consideration  this 
amendment  we  had  before  us  the  state¬ 
ment  which  the  Senator  has  just  read, 
to  the  effect  that  the  Administrator  had 
made  a  tentative  allotment  of  the 
$74,000,000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  Yes. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  was  argued  in 
the  committee  that  he  had  not  spent  it, 
and  we  would  stop  it  before  he  could 
spend  it.  But  we  now  know  that  he  has 
committed  it  beyond  recovery,  and  if  we 
cut  it  out  now,  we  cut  it  out  of  the  total 


amount  which  he  has  for  the  fiscal  year. 
It  cannot  be  argued  otherwise 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  not  arguing  otherwise. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator 
stated  that  he  thought  our  committee 
took  that  point  into  consideration  when 
it  adopted  this  amendment.  We  did  not. 
Our  committee  said,  “We  can  stop  it  now, 
before  he  spends  it.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  know  what 
was  in  the  mind  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  know  what  the 
facts  are.  It  makes  no  difference  what 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  had  in  mind. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  knows  what  he  had  in  his 
mind. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
know  what  was  presented  before  the 
committee,  because  I  sat  there  and  fought 
the  proposal  all  the  way  through.  I 
know  that  it  was  argued  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  had  not  definitely  committed 
himself  to  the  expenditure  of  the  $74,- 
000,000,  and  that  we  could  adopt  this 
amendment  and  stop  it.  But  that  is  not 
what  Mr.  Hoffman  tells  me  is  the  fact. 
He  has  definitely  committed  this  amount. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Let  me  ask  the 
Senator  when  the  Administrator  actu¬ 
ally  committed  it  beyond  recovery?  On 
July  12,  when  he  wrote  my  distinguished 
colleague,  he  had  only  tentatively  com¬ 
mitted  it.  Will  the  Senator  tell  us  on 
what  date  this  bill  was  reported  from  the 
committee? 

Mr,  ROBERTSON.  I  cannot  give  the 
Senator  the  date. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  ask  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  the  date  when  the 
bill  was  reported. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  Hoffman  told 
me  recently  that  he  had  definitely  com¬ 
mitted  it.  He  says  that  in  a  program  of 
this  kind  he  cannot  tread  water  and 
mark  time.  He  must  go  ahead.  He 
could  not  stop  the  program,  so  the  tenta¬ 
tive  commitments  were  made  permanent 
commitments.  That  is  the  only  point  I 
am  trying  to  make  at  this  time. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  What  I  am  trying 
to  do  as  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  to  give  the  Senate  the  facts 
as  I  see  them.  I  think  we  would  be  es¬ 
tablishing  a  policy  which  would  be  inad¬ 
visable  if  we  were  to  allow  the  use  of 
money  which  had  not  been  appropriated, 
particularly  when  we  appropriated  $1,- 
000,000,000,  and  the  Administrator  must 
get  the  money  from  a  certain  source,  and 
we  later  make  an  appropriation  to  cover 
the  expenditure  of  $74,000,000  which  was 
never  authorized. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  think  the  bill  was 
reported  to  the  Senate  on  July  12. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Very  well.  So,  Mr. 
President,  on  the  very  day  when  Mr. 
Hoffman  wrote  the  letter,  the  bill  was 
sent  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  from  the 
committee.  Therefore,  on  the  day  when 
the  committee  voted,  which  would  be 
the  day  before  that,  the  $74,000,000  was 
not  actually  committed,  according  to  his 
own  letter. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Did  the  Senator 
read  the  letter  stating  that  should  we 
continue  the  appropriations  for  these 
agencies  through  July,  each  agency  could 


spend  what  was  authorized  in  the  low¬ 
est  bill  then  pending;  and  the  lowest  bill 
then  pending  was  the  House  bill,  and  Mr. 
Hoffman  spent  according  to  the  House 
bill.  So  why  should  the  Senator  now  ar¬ 
gue  that  Mr.  Hoffman  spent  more  than 
was  authorized? 

I  do  not  object  if  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  argues  that  the  total  amount 
should  be  cut  $74,000,000.  That  is  his 
privilege.  But  if  he  believes  that,  he 
should  say  so. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  what  I  am 
arguing.  I  am  arguing  for  a  cut  of  10 
percent,  plus  a  cut  of  $74,000,000,  for  the 
1950  appropriation. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  permit  me  to  pro¬ 
pound  an  inquiry  of  the  majority  leader? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  intend  to  have 
a  vote  taken  now? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  like  to  have  the 
vote  taken  now. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  3,  in  lines  2  and  3,  being 
the  second  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  question  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Will  the  Chair  re¬ 
state  the  question  upon  which  we  are 
about  to  vote? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  top  of  page  3,  which  reduces 
by  $74,000,000  the  appropriation  there 
set  forth. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  A  “yea”  vote  would 
be  for  $1,000,000,000  for  this  purpose, 
and  a  “nay”  vote  would  be  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $1,074,000,000.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Not  neces¬ 
sarily.  A  “nay”  vote  would  be  a  vote 
against  this  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  In  other  words,  a 
“nay”  vote  would  be  a  vote  against  the 
proposal  to  reduce  this  item  to  $1,000,- 
000.  Is  that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  “yea”  vote  will  sus¬ 
tain  the  committee  in  its  amendment. 
Is  that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  “yea”  vote, 
of  course,  is  a  vote  in  favor  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  A  “nay”  vote  is  a 
vote  against  the  committee  amendment. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  requested  and  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Miller],  the  Senators  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  O’Conor  and  Mr.  Tydings]  the  Sen- 
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ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O'Mahoney], 
and  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  LMr. 
Thomas]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  are  absent  on  pub¬ 
lic  business. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jen- 
ner]  and  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  McCarthy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  because  of  illness,  and 
is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  who  is  absent  on 
official  business.  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  would  vote 
“nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Pensylvania 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders],  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Tobey],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley],  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  37, 


nays  41,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 37 

Baldwin 

Frear 

Mundt 

Brewster 

George 

Russell 

Bricker 

Gillette 

Schoeppel 

Bridges 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Smith.  Maine 

Butler 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Stennls 

Byrd 

Kem 

Taft 

Cain 

Langer 

Taylor 

Capehart 

Long 

Watkins 

Cordon 

McCarran 

Wherry 

Donnell 

McClellan 

Williams 

Ecton 

McKellar 

Young 

Ellender 

Maybank 

Ferguson 

Milllkin 

NAYS — 41 

Aiken 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Anderson 

Hoey 

Morse 

Chapman 

Holland 

Murray 

Connally 

Hunt 

Myers 

Douglas 

Ives 

Neely 

Downey 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Peppei 

Dulles 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Fulbright 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Graham 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Green 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Utah 

Gurney 

Lucas 

Thye 

Hayden 

McFarland 

Vandenberg 

Hendrickson 

McGrath 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

McMahon 

NOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Chavez 

McCarthy 

Reed 

Eastland 

Malone 

Smith,  N  J. 

Flanders 

Martin 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Humphrey 

Miller 

Tobey 

Jenner 

O'Conor 

Tydings 

Kefauver 

O’Mahoney 

Wiley 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  just  rejected. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  the  motion  to  reconsider  on 
the  table. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  lay 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

- '1' - -  "  "-RECESS - - - — - - - - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  before  the 
vote  was  taken  on  the  amendment,  we 
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agreed  to  take  a  recess  until  7:30. 
Bukin  view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  run 
Jverabout  15  or  20  minutes,  I  ask  unani- 
ious\consent  that  the  Senate  stand  in 
l  ecess  until  8  o’clock  p.  m. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob- 
ection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  Senate 
!  rill  stand  in  recess  until  8  o’clock. 

Thereupon  (at  6  o’clock  and  43  minutes 
.  m.)  the  \jenate  took  a  recess  until  8 
’clock  p.  m.\ 

On  the  expiration  of  the  recess,  the 
[Senate  reassembled. 

EVENING  SESSION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hoey 
n  the  chair),  upder  the  order  pre- 
iously  made,  the  'Senate  will  proceed 
o  a  call  of  the  calendar  beginning  with 
>rder  of  Business  No\2,  the  first  bill  on 
be  calendar. 

EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  before  we 
tart  the  call  of  the  calendar,  I  move 
hat  the  Senate  proceed  fokthe  moment 
o  consider  executive  business.  There> 
re  one  or  two  nominations  Vi  the  cal 
ndar  which  we  would  like  to^iave  con¬ 
firmed,  to  which  I  understand  \her^are 
10  objections. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  re- 
er  to  the  nominations  on  the  seoOnd  page 
f  the  calendar?  /  \ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes.  We  will  not  6on- 
ider  the  nominations  ol/NLx.  Butfer- 
rorth,  Mr.  Briggs  or  MryDavis,  but  will 
nnsider  the  nominations  on  page  2  of 
he  calendar. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  bfive  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
[uestion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
f  the  Senator  Yrom  Illinois. 

The  motiomwas  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
xecutive  harness. 

united  states  attorney 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina- 
ion  /l  Edward  Burns  Parker  to  be 
hiit^d  States  attorney  for  the  middle 
ligmct  of  Alabama. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
ibjection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 
UNITED  STATES  MARSHAL 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina- 
ion  of  Joseph  P.  Regan  to  be  United 
States  marshal  for  the  district  of  Kansas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
ibjection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

Without  objection,  the  President  will 
ie  immediately  notified  of  the  confirma- 
ions. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
vondering  about  having  a  quorum  called. 
Mr.  LUCAS.  I  was  about,  to  do  that, 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
ilerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
he  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
lames: 

uAiketi  Capehart  Ecton 

(Anderson  Chapman  Ellender 

[Baldwin  Chavez  Ferguson 

[Brewster  Connally  Frear 

(Brlcker  Cordon  Fulbright 

Bridges  Donnell  George 

Butler  Douglas  Graham 

Byrd  Downey  Green 

Cain  Dulles  Gurney 
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Hayden 

Long 

Pepper 

Hendrickson 

Lucas 

Russell  / 
Saltonstall 

Hickenlooper 

McCarran 

Hill 

McCarthy 

Schoeppel 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Smith,  Maine 

Holland 

McFarland 

Stennls 

Taft 

Hunt 

McGrath 

Ives 

McKellar 

Taylor 

Johnson,  Colo. 

McMahon 

Thomas,  Utah 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Magnuson 

f  Thye 
f  Tobey 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Maybank 

Kefauver 

Millikin  / 

Vandenberg 

Kem 

Morse  f 

Mundt  f 

Watkins 

Kerr 

Wherry 

Kilgore 

Murray / 

Williams 

Knowland 

Myers 

O’Cojfor 

O’Mfihoney 

Young 

Langer 

Lodge 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

/  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  Ll/CAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  resume  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  legislative  business, 
ife  motion  was  agreed  to. 
le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  call 
the  calendar  will  begin  with  Order 
bf  Business  No.  2,  the  first  bill  on  the 
calendar.  The  Chair  calls  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  to  the  5-minute  rule,  and 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  are  more 
than  200  bills  on  the  calendar,  the  Chair 
thinks  that  the  Senate  had  better  adhere 
to  the  rule. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with  the  distinguished  occupant  of  the 
Chair,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are 
getting  started  a  little  late.  I  hope  we 
may  have  order  during  the  call  of  the 
calendar,  because  it  is  very  important, 
and  we  may  be  here  for  some  time. 

BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  130)  to  provide  for  the 
demonstration  of  public-library  service 
ia  areas  without  such  service  or  with 
inadequate  library  facilities,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mir.  WHERRY.  Over. 

Th\  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  bypassed  over. 

The  \ill  (S.  206)  relating  to  the  im¬ 
migration  status  of  the  lawful  wives  and 
children  o{  the  Chinese-treaty  merchants, 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  LANQER.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passeclover. 

AMENDMENT^  OF  BANKRUPTCY  ACT 

The  bill  (S.  45)  to  amend  section  60  of 
an  act  entitled  \An  act  to  establish  a 
uniform  system  ok  bankruptcy  through¬ 
out  the  United  States,”  approved  July  1, 
1898,  as  amended, \was  announced  as 
next  in  order.  \ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oter- 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Str.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Nebr*ka  kindly  with¬ 
hold  the  objection  untiKl  make  a  very 
brief  explanation?  \ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  gl\d  to  withhold 
the  objection.  \ 

t  Mr.  McCARRAN.  We  hav\  a  long  cal¬ 
endar  to  consider,  and  this\s  not  the 
time  to  engage  in  lengthy  debate  on  any 
particular  bill.  \ 

Mr.  President,  business  in  America 
wants  this  bill  enacted,  the  banking  in¬ 
dustry  wants  it  enacted,  the  American 
Bar  Association  wants  it  enacted.  \ 

I  call  the  attention  of  Senators  to\the 
long  list  of  other  proponents  of  the  flail, 
as  referred  to  in  the  report,  and  I  sun- 
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mit  the  matter  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate.  If  the  bill  be  now  objected  to, 
lef'tt  go  over  until  such  time  as  it  can  be 
called,  up  for  debate  and  be  made  the  un¬ 
finished  business. 

I  hope  that  if  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  is  not  serious  in  his  objection,  he 
may  see  fit  not  to  press  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
jected  in  behalf  of  another  Senator,  but 
I  think  the  obj^tion  has  been  removed, 
so  I  have  no  objection  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows:  \ 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section*  60  of  an 
act,  entitled  "An  act  to  establish  a  uniform 
system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United 
States,”  as  amended  by  the  act  of  June.  22, 
1938  (52  Stat.  840,  869),  is  hereby  amended 
by  striking  out  all  of  subdivision  (a)  of  said 
section  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“(a)  (1)  A  preference  is  a  transfer,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  this  act,  of  any  of  the  property  of  a 
debtor  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  a  creditor  for 
or  on  account  of  an  antecedent  debt,  made 
or  suffered  by  such  debtor  while  insolvent 
and  within  4  months  before  the  filing  by  or 
against  him  of  the  original  petition  initiating 
a  proceeding  under  this  act,  the  effect  of 
which  transfer  will  be  to  enable  such  credi¬ 
tor  to  obtain  a  greater  percentage  of  his  debt 
than  some  other  creditor  of  the  same  class: 
Provided,  however.  That  this  section  shall 
have  no  application  to  proceedings  under 
chapter  IX  of  this  act. 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  subdivisions  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section,  and  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (3),  a  transfer  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  made  or  suffered  at 
the  time  when  it  became  so  far  perfected  that 
no  creditor  obtaining  under  applicable  law 
by  legal  or  equitable  proceedings  on  a  simple 
contract  a  lien  on  such  property,  without  a 
special  priority  (whether  or  not  such  a  cred¬ 
itor  exists),  could  acquire,  after  such  per¬ 
fection,  any  rights  in  the  property  so  trans¬ 
ferred  superior  to  the  rights  of  the  transferee 
therein,  and  if  such  transfer  is  not  so  per¬ 
fected  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  original  peti¬ 
tion  initiating  a  proceeding  under  this  act,  it 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  immedi¬ 
ately  before  the  filing  of  such  original  peti¬ 
tion:  Provided,  however.  That  where  rerii 
property  is  transferred  for  or  on  account' of 
an  antecedent  debt,  the  transfer  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  made  at  the  timq  when 
it  became  so  far  perfected  that  no  bona  fide 
purchaser  from  the  debtor  could-  acquire, 
after  such  perfection,  any  rights  in'  the  prop¬ 
erty  so  transferred  superior  to  pile  rights  of 
the  transferee  therein.  J 

"(3)  A  transfer,  wholly  or  in  part,  for  or  on 
account  of  a  new  and  contemporaneous  con¬ 
sideration  shall,  to  the  extent  of  such  con¬ 
sideration  and  interest  thereon  and  the  other 
obligations  of  the  transferor  connected 
therewith,  be  deemed  to  be  made  or  suffered 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  unless  the  appli¬ 
cable  law  requires  the  transfer  to  be  per¬ 
fected  by  recorijfng,  delivery,  or  otherwise, 
in  order  that  no  creditor  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  could  acquire,  after  such  perfec¬ 
tion,  any  rights  in  the  property  so  trans¬ 
ferred  superior  to  the  rights  of  the  trans¬ 
feree  therein.  A  transfer  to  secure  a  future 
loan,  such  loan  is  actually  made,  or  a 
tranter  which  becomes  security  for  a  fu- 
turePuoan,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  a 
transfer  for  or  on  account  of  a  new  and  con¬ 
temporaneous  consideration.  If  any  require¬ 
ment  specified  in  this  paragraph  (3)  exists, 


the  time  of  the  transfer  shall  be  determined 
by  the  following  rules: 

"I.  Where  (A)  the  applicable  law  specifies 
a  stated  period  of  time  of  not  more  than 
30  days  after  the  transfer  within  which  re¬ 
cording,  delivery,  or  some  other  act  is  re¬ 
quired,  and  compliance  therewith  is  had 
within  such  stated  period  of  time;  or  where 
(B)  the  applicable  law  specifies  no  such 
stated  period  of  time  or  where  such  stated 
period  of  time  is  more  than  30  days,  and 
compliance  therewith  is  had  within  30  days 
after  the  transfer,  the  transfer  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  made  or  suffered  at  the  time 
of  the  transfer. 

“II.  Where  compliance  with  the  law  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  transfer  is  not  had  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subparagraph  I, 
the  transfer  shall  be  deemed  to  be  made  or 
suffered  at  the  time  of  compliance  therewith, 
and  if  such  compliance  is  not  had  prior  to 
the  filing  of  the  original  petition  initiating 
a  proceeding  under  this  act,  such  transfer 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  or  suf¬ 
fered  immediately  before  the  filing  of  such 
original  petition.” 

BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  196)  for  the  relief  of 
James  G.  Smyth  was  announced  as  next . 
in  order. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
have  to  object  temporarily  to  this  bill, 
with  the  idea  that  it  may  be  taken  up 
again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  bill  will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  45)  for  the  relief  of  the 
owners  and  operators  of  certain  gold 
mines  which  were  closed  or  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  which  were  curtailed  by  War 
Production  Board  Limitation  Order 
L-208,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS./ Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S./lO)  to  broaden  the  coop¬ 
erative  extension  system  as  established 
in  the  act  of  May  8,  1914,  and  acts  sup¬ 
plemental  thereto,  by  providing  for  co¬ 
operative  extension  work  between  col¬ 
leges  receiving  the  benefits  of  this  act 
andjhe  acts  of  July  2,  1862,  and  August 
30, 1890,  and  other  qualified  colleges,  uni¬ 
versities,  and  research  agencies,  and  the 
United  States  Department  of  Labor,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  this  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1211)  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  President  under  section 
350  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

Several  Senators.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

INCREASE  OF  SALARIES  OF  CERTAIN 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICERS 

The  bill  (S.  498)  to  increase  rates  of 
compensation  of  the  heads  and  assistant 
heads  of  executive  departments  and  in¬ 
dependent  agencies,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Over. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
know  that  it  is  impossible  to  consider 
this  bill  tonight,  however,  before  the 
Senate  adjourns,  this  bill  or  a  similar 
bill  which  has  been  passed  by  the  House 
and  is  now  being  considered,  I  under¬ 


stand,  by  the  committee  headed  by  tlje 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Johnston]  will  be  taken  up  in 
due  course.  / 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  the  bill  which  came  over 
from  the  House  was  refered  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  in  order  that  the  committee  might 
study  it  to  see  if  we  could  agree  to  the 
House  bill,  or  adhere  to  the  House  bill 
as  nearly  as  possible,  and  pass  upon  the 
House  bill  in  order  to  expedite  final 
passage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  being  heard,  the  bill  will  be  passed 
over.  / 

JOINT  RESOLUTION  PASSED  OVER 

The  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  25) 
proposing  an  amendment  to  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  the  United  States  relative  to 
equal  rights  for  men  and  women,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Several  Senators.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
another  measure  on  the  calendar  which 
the  majority  is  very  desirous  of  taking 
up  before  final  adjournment. 

COUNSEL  FOR  IMPOVERISHED  DEFEND¬ 
ANTS  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA— 
BILL  RECOMMITTED 

The  bill  (S.  1124)  to  provide  for  the 
appointment  and  compensation  of  coun¬ 
sel  to  impoverished  defendants  in  crim¬ 
inal  cases  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Over. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  objection? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  withhold  my  objection. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  may  be 
recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia,  inasmuch  as  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  178,  Senate  bill  734,  covers 
the  same  subject,  but  applies  to  all  the 
United  States  district  courts,  which,  of 
course,  includes  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 
So  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1124  be  recommitted  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

COUNSEL  FOR  IMPOVERISHED  DEFEND¬ 
ANTS  IN  UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT 
COURTS 

The  bill  (S.  734)  to  provide  for  the 
appointment  and  compensation  of  coun¬ 
self  for  impoverish^  defendants  in  cer¬ 
tain  criminal  cases  ih^the  United  States 
district  courts,  was  announced  as  next 
in  order.  \ 

Several  Senators.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over.  \ 

PROHIBITION  OF  PARKING  ON  PROPERTY 
USED  FOR  POSTAL  PURPOSES— BILL 


PASSED  OVER 


The  bill  (H.  R.  2660)  to  prohibiUthe 
parking  of  vehicles  upon  any  property 
owned  by  the  United  States  for  postal 
purposes  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 
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Report  No.  18 — Federal-State  relations  and 
FeHeral  research. 

initially,  we  would  like  to  emphasize  the 
importance  of  the  following  principles  under¬ 
lying  trife  reports,  particularly  report  No.  1: 
(1)  a  direct  line  of  responsibility  from  the 
head  of  an' Agency  down  through  the  organi¬ 
zation,  and  direct  responsibility  of  the  agency 
head  to  the  President;  (2)  the  necessity  of 
providing  the  agency  head  with  authority 
commensurate  with  his  responsibility,  in¬ 
cluding  authority  to  delegate  authority  and 
establish,  within  broad  limits,  the  most  ef¬ 
fective  internal  organization;  (3)  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  freedom  from  unduly  detailed  and 
rigid  statutes  and  regulations  controlling  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures;  (4)  the  necessity  of 
consolidating  presently  overlapping  and  du¬ 
plicative  functions  of  different  agencies  of 
the  executive  branch. 

Turning,  with  this  background  comment, 
to  the  specific  recommendation^  of  report 
No.  1,  we  have  found  many  of  them  to  have 
more  particular  application  to  the  regular 
executive  departments  than  to  a  new  and 
relatively  specialized  agency  such  as  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission.  For  example, 
there  is  no  independent  statutory  authority 
which  has  been  granted  to  any  of  the  divi¬ 
sions  within  the  AEC,  and  there  are  no  in¬ 
terruptions  in  the  line  of  authority  from 
the  Commission  and  General  Manager  down 
through  the  agency.  The  Atomic  Energy  Act 
establishes  four  divisions  and  specifies  that 
these  divisions  shall  exercise  such  of  the 
Commission’s  powers  as  the  Commission  may 
determine.  Additional  divisions  have  been 
created  by  the  Commission  to  meet  its  needs. 
Recently,  a  new  Division  of  Reactor  Develop¬ 
ment  has  been  established  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  a  new  program. 

A  major  recommendation  of  the  first  re¬ 
port  is  that  agencies  be  regrouped  and  con¬ 
solidated,  as  nearly  as  possible  by  purpose 
and  function,  into  about  one-third  the  pres¬ 
ent  number,  in  order  to  reduce  the  unwork¬ 
able  number  of  agencies  which  divide  their 
responsibilities  and  report  independently  to 
the  President.  We  believe  that  the  special 
nature  of  the  responsibilities  of  AEC  make 
it  proper  that  it  continue  to  report  directly 
to  the  President.  Moreover,  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  specifically  sets  forth  certain 
functions  of  the  President  in  relation  to  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission.  The  members 
of  the  Commission  and  the  General  Manager 
are  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and 
the  President  designates  one  member  as 
chairman  of  the  Commission.  The  act  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  President  shall  be  the  ulti¬ 
mate  arbiter  in  the  event  that  the  Militant 
Establishment  concludes  that  any  actioi^- 
proposed  action — or  failure  to  act  of  ,/he 
Commission,  in  matters  relating  to  mUftary 
applications  is  adverse  to  the  responsibili¬ 
ties  of  the  military.  The  President  deter¬ 
mines  at  least  once  a  year  the  quantities  of 
fissionable  material  to  be  produced  by  the 
Commission.  The  President’s  approval  is  re¬ 
quired  before  the  Commiss^m  determines 
material  other  than  uraniufn  and  thorium 
to  be  “source  material”;  %fio,  the  President 
has  specific  authority  with  respect  to  the 
production  of  atomic  jK>mbs,  atomic-bomb 
parts,  or  other  miliyfty  weapons  utilizing 
fissionable  materialjr  and  with  respect  to 
the  transfer  of  fissymable  materials  or  weap¬ 
ons  from  the  Gommission  to  the  armed 
forces.  He  majr  also  authorize  the  armed 
forces  to  manufacture  or  acquire  equipment 
and  devices  utilizing  fissionable  material  or 
atomic  energy  as  a  military  weapon.  Other 
sections  of  the  act  provide  for  reports  to 
the  President,  the  transfer  of  property  to  the 
Commission  by  the  President,  and  the  ex¬ 
emption  of  the  Commission  by  the  President 
from  certain  provisions  of  law  relating  to 
contracts. 

/  Serious  duplications  by  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  of  the  functions  of  other  agen¬ 


cies  appear  to  be  unlikely,  in  view  of  the 
unique  functions  of  the  AEC,  and  the  exclu¬ 
sive  authority  of  the  Commission  to  carry 
out  most  of  the  purposes  named  in  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act. 

Although  it  is  not  entirely  clear  from  the 
reports,  we  assume  it  is  not  the  Intention 
of  the  reports  to  reduce  the  present  multi¬ 
headed  commissions  and  agencies  such  as 
AEC  to  a  single  head.  The  present  five-man 
Commission  and  General  Manager,  serving  as 
the  chief  administrative  and  executive  officer 
of  AEC,  appear  to  constitute  an  organization 
consistent  with  the  objectives  of  report 
No.  1. 

With  regard  to  legislation,  we  note  that 
S.  942  and  H.  R.  2613  provide  a  highly  de¬ 
sirable  clarification  of  responsibility  and  au¬ 
thority  within  the  executive  branch.  While 
many  of  their  provisions  appear  to  be  covered 
by  the  authority  of  the  President  under  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  these  bills,  if 
enacted,  would  provide  a  well-defined  back¬ 
ground  for  both  reorganization  and  future 
administration  of  the  executive  branch. 
Our  understanding  is  that  the  “staff  assist¬ 
ants”  who  would  be  appointed  by  the  agency 
head,  as  provided  by  section  203  (b)  of 
S.  942  and  H.  R.  2613,  would  not  include  the 
principal  executive  officer  of  an  agency,  such  . 
as  our  General  Manager,  who  is  appointedr 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advyfe 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  This  conclusion 
is  supported  by  the  description  of  sucif  as¬ 
sistants  by  function  contained  in  Section 
206.  / 

We  believe  that  the  recommendations  and 
philosophy  of  Report  No.  2  onf  Personnel 
Management-  hold  great  possibilities  for  im¬ 
proving  and  strengthening  a  *rit  system  in 
the  executive  branch,  and  lof enhancing  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Civil  Sendee  Commission 
to  this  end.  ThS.  pronpsals  of  both  the 
majority  and  minorttv^iews  in  the  report 
seem  to  us  workable, ^fd  would  represent  a 
marked  lmprovemenj^ver  the  present  general 
pattern  of  personal  admiinstration.  The 
AEC  inaugurate^!  new  personnel  policy  on 
January  9,  1949ywhich  endorses,  through  ap¬ 
plication,  theiphilosophy  and  basic  recom¬ 
mendations  m.  Report  No.  2  by  placing  the 
responsibly^  for  good  personnel  manage¬ 
ment  prinpirily  on  operating  officials. 

We  ayin  full  agreement  with  the  recom- 
mendapons  of  Report  No.  3  of  the^Com- 
miss*n  on  Organization  to  consolidate  and 
coo^tinate  the  housekeeping  functions  of 
government.  Certainly  the  Federal  Property 
jfid  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  em* 
Hoodies  a  very  complete  adoption  of  these  pro¬ 
posals,  and  should  eliminate  particularly  the 
former  confusions  and  delays  attendant  on 
procurement  and  property  disposal  through 
divers  agencies. 

The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  is  in  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  with  the  procedural  recom¬ 
mendations  in  Report  No.  7  on  Budgeting 
and  Accounting.  Three  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  that  report  would  make  significant 
contributions  to  the  solution  of  Important 
problems  in  the  fiscal  area.  They  are  rec¬ 
ommendation  No.  1,  which  calls  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment.  of  a  performance  budget,  recom¬ 
mendation  No.  2,  which  calls  for  an  im¬ 
mediate  and  complete  survey  by  the  Congress 
of  the  appropriation  structures,  and  recom¬ 
mendation  No.  12,  which  endorses  certain 
recommendations  of  the  task  force  report  on 
accounting.  The  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
has  already  placed  in  effect  in  its  budget  and 
accounting  system  practices  similar  to  those 
recommended. 

Benefits  which  should  be  obtained  from 
their  adoption,  however,  have  been  seriously 
limited  by  the  complicated  appropriations 
structure  under  which  the  AEC  at  present 
operates.  The  AEC  has,  therefore,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  recommended 
to  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 


Committees  in  connection  with  its  1950  ap¬ 
propriation  a  merger  with  that  appropriation 
of  all  prior  fiscal  year  appropriations  tefthe 
Commission.  This  merger  of  appropriations 
would  enable  the  Atomic  Energy  commis¬ 
sion  to  prepare  its  budgets  and  amount  to 
the  Congress  for  its  expenditures  An  a  sound 
program  and  cost-accounting  ybasis  rather 
than  in  terms  of  annual  appreciations.  We 
are  hopeful  that  this  merger/f  funds,  which 
has  been  recommended  bVxhe  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee, /ill  be  adopted  by 
the  Congress.  Jf 

In  connection  with  /commendation  num¬ 
ber  10  of  Report  'Sm.  7  calling  for  an  Ac¬ 
countant  General  in  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  who  wouldyprescribe  general  account¬ 
ing  methods,  wt  would  like  to  express  our 
satisfaction  wjifii  the  close  and  helpful  co¬ 
operation  wamave  received  from  the  General 
AecountinafOffice.  Moreover,  we  see  con¬ 
siderable  ioenefit  in  continuing  the  present 
joint  nSogram  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office, Che  Treasury  Department,  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  examine  and  over¬ 
haul  the  Government’s  accounting  practices. 
VjC  believe  that  substantial  results  have  been 
jfchieved  thus  far  by  this  joint  program. 

In  connection  with  that  part  of  Report  No. 
18  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  deal¬ 
ing  with  Federal-State  relations,  we  are  in 
agreement  with  recommendation  No.  5,  call¬ 
ing  for  the  creation  of  a  continuing  agency 
to  study  and  furnish  information  and  guid¬ 
ance  on  Federal-State  relations.  Problems 
that  arise  in  this  area  out  of  AEC  operations 
include  the  question  of  payment  in  lieu  of 
taxes  to  local  governments,  the  problem  of 
financial  aid  to  local  school  facilities  bear¬ 
ing  the  burden  of  enrollment  of  children  of 
AEC  project  employees,  and  law  enforcement 
on  project  sites.  The  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  could  benefit  greatly  from  a  study  of 
these  problems  on  a  Government-wide  basis. 

Our  final  comment  pertains  to  that  part 
of  Report  No.  18  concerned  with  Federal  re¬ 
search  activities.  In  this  field  there  1s  the 
possibility  that  work  sponsored  or  financed 
by  AEC  might  well  duplicate  similar  work 
undertaken  by  other  agencies.  Consequent¬ 
ly,  we  heartily  concur  in  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  research  section  of  Report  No.  18 
that  the  President  be  granted  authority  to 
coordinate  research  and  to  strengthen  inter¬ 
departmental  committee  organization  for 
this  purpose,  and  that  a  National  Science 
Foundation  be  established.  Enactment  of 
the  former  recommendation  seems  to  us  es¬ 
sential  to  the  planning  of  a  long-range,  co¬ 
ordinated  Federal  research  program.  The 
latter  recommendation,  the  establishment 
of  a  National  Science  Foundation,  would  be 
a  recognition  of  the  importance  of  science 
to  government,  and  would  rescue  Govern¬ 
ment-conducted  or  sponsored  research  from 
the  position  of  stepchild,  which  it  presently 
occupies  in  numerous  agencies. 

We  will  be  glad  to  prepare  any  further  in¬ 
formation  you  may  wish  from  us. 

We  have  not  been  advised  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  as  to  its  views  on  the  reports 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  or  re¬ 
lated  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours. 

United  States  Atomic  Energy 
Commission, 

David  E.  Liliknthal. 

NOMINATION  OF  GEORGIA  LUSK  TO  WAR 
CLAIMS  COMMISSION 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mn  President, 
I  want  to  commend  the  nomination  of 
Mrs.  Georgia  Lusk  by  the  President  to 
be  a  member  of  the  War  Claims  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  President  could  have  made  no 
finer  appointment.  He  could  have  made 
no  appointment  which  would  be  truly  a 
recognition  of  the  excellent  public  serv¬ 
ice  that  women  can  and  have  given. 


10462 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  27 


Georgia  Lusk  is  a  symbol  of  conscien¬ 
tious' -and  capable  service  in  the  Federal 
Government.  It  was  my  privilege  to  serve 
with  her  in  the  House  of  Representatives  ■ 
and  I  knov^ --first-hand  of  her  splendid 
character  ancNrf  her  outstanding  ability  - 
as  a  Federal  legislajtof .  I  am  equally  con¬ 
fident  that  she  cahvmatch  her  legislative 
performance  with  as  Excellent  service  in 
the  executive' department.. 

The  women  of  AmericaSean  well  be 
proud  of  Georgia  Lusk.  They  can  be  sure  ; 
that  her  service  will  reflect  the  -greatest  j 
credit  upon  them  and  will  increase  pub¬ 
lic  confidence  in  the  ability  of  women  to  i 
perform  important  public  service. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  3, 
line  3,  after  the  numerals,  to  strike  out 
the  comma  and  the  words  “of  which  not 
to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  available  for 
expenditures  of  a  confidential  character 
(other  than  entertainment)  under  the 
direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make 
a  certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such 
expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  ad¬ 
visable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such 
certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  3,  after  the  word  “exchange”,  to 
strike  out  “$3,568,470,000”  and  insert 
“$3,628,380,000.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  4,  after  the  words  “of  which”,  to  in¬ 
sert  “(1)  the  amount  required  to  finance 
the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural 
products  (determined  surplus  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and 
in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  budget  justi¬ 
fication  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  be 
available  only  for  such  financing,  and 
(2).” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
amendment  which  was  offered  in  execu¬ 
tive  session  in  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  so  I  am  informed.  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  that  there  were  no  hearings  on  this 
amendment.  I  make  the  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  that  it  is  legis¬ 
lation  upon  an  appropriation  bill.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  notice  was  given 
on  July  12  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan]  of  a  motion  to  suspend 
the  rule.  He  thereby  recognized  the  fact 
that  it  is  legislation  upon  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Unless  Sen¬ 
ators  wish  to  argue  the  point  of  order, 
the  Chair  is  prepared  to  rule. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  it 
Is  true  that  I  filed  the  required  notice 
under  the  rule,  because  I  could  not  defi¬ 
nitely  know  how  the  Chair  might  rule  if 
the  point  of  order  were  raised  against 


this  amendment.  However,  I  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Chair  that  this  is  an 
amendment  to  a  legislative  provision  in 
the  bill  as  the  bill  came  over  from  the 
House. 

Immediately  following  this  language  is 
the  following  language:  “not  to  exceed 
$500,000.”  And  the  Senate  committee 
has  changed  the  amount  to  $200,000 
“shall  be  available  for  expenditures  of  a 
confidential  character.” 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  limitation.  It 
is  a  restriction  on  the  use  of  funds,  and 
therefore  it  is  just  as  much  legislation  as 
is  the  limitation  or  restriction  which  I 
would  place  upon  the  use  of  funds  by  this 
amendment.  This  is  an  amendment  of 
a  legislative  provision,  and  I  insist  that 
the  amendment  is  germane  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill  which  it  amends. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  in  reply, 
I  may  say  I  am  not  discussing  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness;  I  am  discussing 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  very  clear  and 
plain.  There  can  be  no  question  about 
the  language,  which  says : 

(1)  the  amount  required  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the 
quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  budget  justification 
submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  be  available 
only  for  such  financing. 

Clearly  that  is  legislation  upon  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  The  books  are  full  of 
precedents  to  the  effect  that  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  of  this  kind  legislation 
cannot  be  added.  I  am  certain  that  the 
point  of  order  should  be  sustained. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Would  the  point  of 
order,  if  sustained  at  this  point,  send  the 
bill  back  to  committee? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  would 
not. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  is  sustained,  will  a  further  point  of 
order  be  in  order  against  the  whole  bill? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
rule  which  was  read  yesterday,  if  any 
Senator  makes  a  point  of  order  against 
the  whole  bill  on  the  ground  that  it  con¬ 
tains  legislative  matter  in  violation  of 
the  rule,  if  the  point  of  order  is  sus¬ 
tained  the  bill  must  go  back  to  the 
committee.  However,  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  must  be  made  against  the  entire 
bill,  and  not  against  any  individual 
amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  the  point 
I  wished  to  have  made  clear.  The  whole 
bill  is  full  of  legislation;  and  if  I  may 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  add  further 
legislation,  since  it  is  more  of  a  legisla¬ 
tive  bill  than  an  appropriation  bill,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  amount  in  it - 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  suggest  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  question  is  in  effect,  if  not  in 
the  usual  terminology  of  a  limitation,  a 


limitation  upon  the  expenditure  of  so 
much  of  the  appropriated  funds  as  may 
be  measured  by  the  amount  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  indicated  in  the  lan¬ 
guage,  and  nothing  more. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
that  was  my  interpretation  of  the 
amendment.  It  is  a  limitation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  not  legislation.  But 
if  the  Chair  holds  that  it  is  legislation, 
then  I  raise  the  question,  first,  of  ger¬ 
maneness,  because  it  is  an  amendment 
to  a  legislative  provision  of  the  bill,  and 
I  think  if  it  is  germane  to  that  provi¬ 
sion,  it  is  properly  in  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
rule,  ordinarily  when  a  point  of  order 
is  made  against  an  amendment  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  not  germane  to  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  that  question  must 
be  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  decision. 
In  this  case  the  Senator  who  is  sponsor¬ 
ing  the  amendment  in  opposition  to  the 
point  of  order  is  making  the  point  that 
it  is  germane.  While  that  presents  the 
question  in  a  little  different  form,  the 
Chair  feels  that  probably  the  proper 
interpretation  of  the  spirit  of  the  rule 
would  require  submission  to  the  Senate 
of  the  question  of  germaneness. 

On  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the 
ameruftnent  is  legislation,  the  Chair  feels 
that  under  the  precedents  a  limitation  is 
in  a  sense  a  prohibition  against  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  certain  parts  of  an  appro¬ 
priation.  This  amendment  is  a  require¬ 
ment  that  out  of  a  general  lump  sum 
appropriation  a  certain  amount  shall  be 
expended  for  definite  purposes.  Under 
the  precedents  that  is  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill,  because  it  changes 
existing  law,  the  existing  law  being  the 
ECA  authority  under  which  this  appro¬ 
priation  is  made.  However,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness  must  be  submitted 
first,  before  the  Chair  passes  on  the  other 
question.  It  may  be  unnecessary  to  pass 
on  the  other  question,  depending  upon 
how  the  Senate  decides  the  question  of 
germaneness  of  this  amendment.  That 
question  must  be  decided  without  debate, 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Assuming  that  the 
amendment  is  germane,  in  view  of  the 
ruling  just  made  by  the  distinguished 
Vice  President,  that  would  not  prevent 
the  Chair  from  holding  that  it  is  still 
out  of  order  because  it  is  legislation  upon 
an  appropriation  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  it  is  ger¬ 
mane  to  a  legislative  provision  already 
in  the  bill,  and  the  Senate  should  so  de¬ 
cide,  that  would  preclude  any  ruling  on 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is 
legislation. 

The  question  now  is,  Is  the  amendment 
germane  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  to 
which  it  is  attached?  That  question 
must  be  decided  without  debate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Mlllikin 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Brlcker 

Holland 

Murray 

Bridges 

Hunt 

Myers 

Butler 

Ives 

Neely 

Byrd 

Jenner 

O’Conor 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Johnston,  8.  C. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kem 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Maine 

Downey 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Dulles 

Langer 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ellender 

Long 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

.  Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tydings 

George 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Graham 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Green 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Gurney 

Martin 

Williams 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Young 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  insofar  as  the  lan¬ 
guage  contained  in  line  4  on  page  4  of 
the  bill  is  concerned,  the  question  now 
before  the  Senate  is  whether  that  lan¬ 
guage  is  germane  to  the  bill? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  whether  it  is  germane  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  added — not 
germane  to  the  whole  bill,  but  the  part 
of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  an  amendment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  understand  that  ques¬ 
tion  is  not  debatable. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  the 
rule. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be 
debated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Does  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  contemplate 
that  the  rule  prohibiting  debate  on  this 
matter  shall  be  waived  as  to  all  Members 
of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  so  interpret  the  request. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  wondered  whether 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  requested 
unanimous  consent  that  he  debate  it  or 
that  the  whole  rule  be  suspended. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
understood  that  the  request  was  that  the 
question  of  germaneness  be  debated  by 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Then  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
submit  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  will  state  it. 
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Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  is  granted  for  debate  on  this  ques¬ 
tion,  may  the  debate  be  had  on  the  entire 
bill,  or  would  the  debate  have  to  be  re¬ 
stricted  to  this  one  issue? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  think  that  if  the  question  of  the 
germaneness  of  this  one  amendment  is 
to  be  submitted  for  debate,  the  debate 
would  be  limited  to  that  one  issue. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  I 
wished  to  determine. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  submit  an¬ 
other  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Would  a  discus¬ 
sion  or  debate  explaining  the  amendment 
and  what  it  does  be  regarded  as  proper 
under  the  proposed  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  in  order  to  determine  the 
germaneness  of  the  amendment? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Let  the 
Chair  state  that  when  a  parliamentary 
question  is  raised,  which  is  to  be  passed 
on  by  the  Chair,  it  is  within  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Chair  to  decide  whether  he 
will  listen  to  debate  on  the  question;  but 
the  debate  must  be  confined  to  the  point 
of  order  on  which  the  Chair  is  passing. 

In  this  case  the  Senate  has  to  pass 
on  the  question  of  germaneness,  which 
is  a  parliamentary  question  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment.  If  debate  is  to  be 
had  on  the  question  of  the  germaneness 
of  the  amendment,  which  is  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  question  to  be  passed  on  by  the 
Senate,  rather  than  the  Chair,  the  Chair 
would  feel  that  the  debate  should  be 
limited  to  that  question. 

The  debate  might  involve  discussion 
as  to  how  it  is  related  to  the  language 
of  the  bill  to  which  it  is  added,  how  it  is 
relevant  or  irrelevant,  and  so  forth,  as 
regards  the  question  of  germaneness. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  with¬ 
draw  the  unanimous-consent  request  for 
a  moment,  in  order  to  submit  another 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  made  a  point  of  order 
against  this  language,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  I  cannot  understand  how  an¬ 
other  Senator  can  take  me  off  my  feet 
through  an  inquiry  whether  certain 
language  is  germane  or  not  germane, 
and  then  have  the  Chair  proceed  to 
place  the  question  of  germaneness  before 
the  Senate,  without  first  passing  on  the 
point  of  order  which  was  made,  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  and  which  seems  to 
me  to  be  the  pending  question  before  the 
Senate. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  Chair's  ruling 
on  that  situation,  because  to  my  mind 
this  presents  a  most  unusual  and  rather 
confused  parliamentary  problem. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  undertake  to  state  that  matter  inso¬ 
far  as  he  can. 

A  while  ago  the  Chair  stated  that 
under  the  rule  as  to  the  germaneness  of 
an  amendment,  which  requires  that  the 
question  be  submitted  to  the  Senate, 
ordinarily  the  point  of  order  is  made 
that  it  is  not  germane.  That,  in  the 


opinion  of  the  Chair,  might  have  been 
what  the  Senate  had  in  mind  when  it 
adopted  the  rule.  When  that  question 
is  raised,  it  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Senate  without  debate.  It  has  priority 
over  other  points  of  order,  according  to 
a  decision  of  the  Senate  itself  on  a  for¬ 
mer  occasion,  where,  under  the  same 
circumstances,  a  point  of  order  was  not 
made  against  the  amendment  on  the 
ground  it  was  not  germane,  but  was 
made  under  the  circumstances  here, 
suggested  by  those  who  were  supporting 
the  amendment,  that  it  was  germane. 
On  a  yea-and-nay  vote,  the  Chair  was 
overruled  by  the  Senate,  the  Senate  it¬ 
self  holding  that  the  question  had  to 
be  submitted  to  the  Senate,  and  that  it 
had  priority  over  other  points  of  order. 

The  Chair  based  his  ruling  upon  that 
one  decision  of  the  Senate,  itself.  The 
Chair  does  not  feel  that  he  can  overrule 
that  decision  of  the  Senate  itself  on 
that  point,  although  the  Chair  still  is  a 
little  bit  confused  about  how  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  an  amendment  can  make  the 
point  of  order  that  it  is  germane,  when 
nobody  has  made  the  point  of  order  that 
it  is  not. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  the  point  ex¬ 
actly,  Mr.  President,  that  I  am  trying  to 
come  to. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Just  a  moment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  going  to  debate 
this  question  without  permitting  any¬ 
body  else  to  do  so,  I  demand  the  regular 
order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  submitted  a  further 
parliamentary  inquiry  to  the  Chair. 
The  Chair  is  hearing  the  Senator,  and 
the  Chair  will,  on  the  point  of  order, 
hear  all  Senators  who  want  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  sorry  if  I  seem  to 
have  strayed  a  little  from  the  point  of 
order,  but  I  was  trying  to  hold  to  the 
text  and  to  obtain  from  the  Chair  some 
information  with  respect  to  the  prece¬ 
dents,  in  what  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very 
unusual  situation.  I  am  not  completely 
familiar  with  past  decisions  or  prece¬ 
dents.  Whatever  the  precedent  has 
been,  it  seems  to  me  that  sooner  or  later 
it  will  be  overturned. 

I  shall  not  take  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  at  this  time,  but 
it  is  a  vef-y  unusual  situation  for  one 
who  has  made  a  point  of  order  to  be 
taken  off  his  feet  by  someone  who 
merely  suggests  that  the  amendment  is 
germane,  who  does  not  even  suggest  to 
the  Chair  that  the  point  of  order  of 
germaneness  is  raised,  but  merely  partic¬ 
ipates  in  the  colloquy,  and  the  Chair 
immediately  assumes  germanensss  to  be 
an  issue,  and  takes  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  from  the  floor. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  withdraw 
my  unanimous  consent  request.  Let  the 
Senate -vote  on  whether  the  amendment 
is  or  is  not  germane,  without  debate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  say  in  regard  to  this  matter 
that  it  is  an  unusual  situe'  ;r'“\  there 
can  be  no  question  about  that.  The 


10464 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


July  27 


Chair  thinks  the  rule  contemplated  that 
a  point  of  order  would  be  made  against 
an  amendment  on  the  ground  of  its  not 
being  germane,  and  that  thereupon  it 
would  be  submitted  to  the  Senate.  Un¬ 
less  the  point  of  order  is  made  against  an 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not 
germane,  it  is  not  in  question  as  to 
whether  it  is  in  order  or  not,  and  no 
amendment  is  questioned  unless  a  point 
of  order  is  made.  No  matter  how  much 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  may  be  violated, 
if  some  Senator  does  not  make  a  point  of 
order,  the  Chair  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
pass  upon  the  question  at  all.  The  Sen¬ 
ate,  however,  passed  on  that  matter  on  a 
former  occasion,  in  1943,  and  the  Chair 
does  not  feel  that  he  can  arbitrarily  over¬ 
rule  the  decision  of  the  Senate  itself, 
whatever  he  may  have  thought  of  the 
decision  at  the  time. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  further 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  As  I  understood,  the 
Chair  stated  a  moment  ago  that,  in  the 
event  the  Senate  holds  the  amendment 
to  be  germane,  then  the  point  of  order  on 
the  question  of  its  being  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  cannot  be  considered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  hear  argument  on  that.  Superfi¬ 
cially  that  might  seem  to  be  so.  If  it  is 
an  amendment  to  a  legislative  provision 
in  the  House  bill,  and  is  germane  to  the 
legislative  provision  of  the  House  bill, 
that  would  tend  to  cure  the  defect  of  be¬ 
ing  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  if 
separately  presented. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  want  to  argue 
that.  But  the  net  effect  if  that  view  is 
correct,  is  that  the  rule  of  germaneness 
by  majority  vote,  regardless  of  what 
might  happen,  could  nullify  the  rule  re¬ 
specting  the  two-thirds  requirement  in 
the  case  of  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  might 
be. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mi-.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  have  a 
restatement  by  the  Chair.  The  question 
I  wanted  to  propound  to  the  Chair  was, 
in  the  event  the  issue  of  germaneness 
were  determined  favorably,  the  Senate 
holding  the  amendment  to  be  germane, 
then  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  I  understood  the  Chair,  would 
not  lie,  because  decision  that  it  is  ger¬ 
mane  would  preclude  the  point  of  order 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  as  to 
its  being  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
feels  that  undoubtedly  on  its  merits  as  a 
single  proposition  this  amendment  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 
But  if  it  is  legislation  added  to  a  legis¬ 
lative  provision  of  the  House  bill,  to 
which  it  is  germane,  then  the  question 
of  its  being  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  is  solved,  if  the  Senate  holds  it 
to  be  germane. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  the  vote  on  ger¬ 
maneness  in  reality  would  settle  the  issue 


of  whether  it  is  legislation  on  a  appro¬ 
priation  bill;  would  it  not? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
thinks  so.  In  other  words,  if  this  is  a 
germane  amendment  to  a  legislative  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  House  bill,  then  the  point  of 
order  would  not  lie  against  it  as  legisla¬ 
tion  on  the  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  may  suggest  to  the 
Chair  that  the  provision  of  paragraph  4 
of  rule  XVI  applies  only  to  amendments 
offered  on  the  floor,  and  does  not  apply 
to  amendments  offered  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations.  The  Committee 
on  Appropriations  frequently  puts  into 
appropriation  bills  items  which  are  not 
germane  to  the  other  provisions  of  the 
bill.  It  seems  that  paragraph  2  of  rule 
XVI  is  intended  to  limit  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  In  paragraph  2 
there  is  no  provision  with  respect  to  ger¬ 
maneness.  I  merely  want  to  suggest  to 
the  Chair  that  the  question  of  germane¬ 
ness  applies  only  to  amendments  offered 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  after  the  bill 
has  been  reported  by  the  committee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  After  con¬ 
sulting  with  the  Parliamentarian  the 
Chair  is  inclined  to  conclude  as  follows: 

With  respect  to  appropriation  bills  rule 
XVI  provides: 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general 
legislation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill,  nor  shall  any  amendment 
not  germane  or  relevant  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  contained  in  the  bill  be  received,  nor 
shall  any  amendment  to  any  item  or  clause 
of  such  bill  be  received  which  does  not 
directly  relate  thereto — 

The  question  is,  What  does  the  rule 
mean  when  it  says,  “No  amendment  shall 
be  received”?  Does  it  mean  that  no 
amendment  shall  be  received  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  or  does  it  mean  that  no 
amendment  shall  be  received  by  the 
Senate  from  the  committee  which  has 
reported  the  amendments?  The  Chair 
is  unable  to  escape  the  conclusion  that, 
when  the  rule  says  “No  amendment 
shall  be  received,”  it  means  no  amend¬ 
ment  shall  be  received  by  the  Senate,  and 
that  that  applies  to  committee  amend¬ 
ments  as  well  as  to  amendments  offered 
from  the  floor.  Therefore,  the  Chair 
thinks  the  point  raised  by  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  while  persuasive,  is  not  well 
taken,  under  the  precedents.  The  Chair, 
therefore,  adheres  to  his  original  ruling. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Vote. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Chair  will  indulge  me,  I  am  not  in  the 
habit  of  arguing  after  the  judge  has 
ruled,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  subsec¬ 
tion  4  of  rule  XVI  applies  to  all  amend¬ 
ments,  whether  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  or  offered  from  the  floor.  It  de¬ 
rives  from  Jefferson’s  Manual. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  might  be 
construed  to  mean  that  while  no  Senator 
can  offer  an  amendment  from  the  floor 
which  is  not  germane  or  relevant,  the 
committee  itself  could  bring  in  such 
amendments  and  offer  them  ad  infinitum. 
The  Chair  does  not  believe  that  is  the 
meaning  of  the  rule. 


The  question  now  is.  Is  the  committee 
amendment  under  discussion  germane? 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  demanded. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Let  us  see 
whether  the  Senate  wants  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  will  state  his  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  While  I  think 
the  answer  is  clear,  I  should  like  to  have 
a  statement  from  the  Chair.  The  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  Senate  now  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  germaneness  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  If  the  amendment  is  later  de¬ 
clared  by  a  majority  vote  to  be  germane, 
then  there  will  be  debate  on  the  merits 
of  the  amendment,  and  another  vote  on 
the  amendment.  Is  that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  the  Senate 
votes  that  the  amendment  is  not  ger¬ 
mane,  of  course  it  is  out;  there  are  no 
more  points  of  order  with  reference  to 
it.  If  the  Senate  votes  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane,  it  is  subject  to  debate, 
like  any  other  amendment. 

The  question  is,  Is  the  amendment 
germane? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
“yea”  vote  will  sustain  the  germaneness 
of  the  amendment;  will  it  not? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  An  affirma¬ 
tive  vote  is  in  favor  of  the  germaneness 
of  the  amendment.  A  negative  vote  is 
against  the  germaneness  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  (when  his  name  was 
called).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  Vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Newr  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] 
is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  and  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  are  unavoidably  detained. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  because  of  illness.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  is  detained  oh  official  business. 

The  result  was — yeas  54,  nays  32,  as 


follows.* 

YEAS— 54 

Aiken 

Cain 

Ellender 

Baldwin 

Capehart 

Ferguson 

Brewster 

Chapman 

Frear 

Bricker 

Cordon 

Fulbright 

Bridges 

Donnell 

George 

Butler 

Downey 

Gillette 

Byrd 

Ecton 

Gurney 
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Hendrickson 

McClellan 

Schoeppel 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Smith,  Maine 

Hoey 

Martin 

Stennis 

Jenner 

Maybank 

Taft 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Miller 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Millikln 

Thye 

Kem 

Mundt 

Watkins 

Kerr 

Murray 

Wherry 

hanger 

Robertson 

Wiley 

McCarran 

Russell 

Williams 

McCarthy 

Saltonstall 

Young 

NAYS— 32 

Anderson 

Ives 

Morse 

Connally 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Myers 

Douglas 

Dulles 

Kefauver 

Kilgore 

Neely 

O’Conor 

Flanders 

Knowland 

O’Mahoney 

Graham 

Lodge 

Pepper 

Green 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hayden 

Lucas 

Tobey 

Hill 

McGrath 

Tydings 

Holland 

McMahon 

Vandenberg 

Hunt 

Magnuson 

NOT  VOTING- 

-10 

Chavez 

Malone 

Taylor 

Eastland 

Reed 

Withers 

Humphrey 

Smith,  N.  J. 

McFarland 

Sparkman 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this 

question  the  yeas  are  54,  the  nays  are 
32,  and  the  Senate  holds  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  raise 
the  same  point  of  order  that  I  raised  be¬ 
fore,  notwithstanding  the  vote  of  the 
Senate  that  the  amendment  is  germane. 
I  would  like  to  know  what  it  is  germane 
to. 

Mr.  President,  the  language  of  the 
amendment  is  “the  amount  required  to 
finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  ag¬ 
ricultural  products  *  *  *  of  the 

kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
budget  justification  submitted  to  the 
Senate  shall  be  available  only  for  such 
financing,”  and  so  forth.  There  is  not 
a  single  line  or  syllable  about  surplus 
agriculture  products  in  the  House  bill. 

The  Chair  has  held,  as  I  understood 
him  to  rule  a  moment  ago,  that  this  par¬ 
ticular  provision  must  be  germane  to  a 
legislative  provision  which  has  been  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  bill  by  the  House. 
Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
has  voted  the  amendment  to  be  germane 
I  seriously  contend  that  the  particular 
amendment  is  not  germane  to  anything 
that  was  in  the  House  bill  appearing  be¬ 
fore  this  amendment  was  written  in  by 
the  committee. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  One  moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  addressing  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  to  the  Chair? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
did  not  hold  that  the  amendment  was 
germane.  The  Senate  voted  that  it  was, 
and  the  Senate  will  have  to  decide  what 
It  is  germane  to.  It  is  not  a  question  for 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  notwith¬ 
standing  what  the  Senate  decided,  I  am 
still  making  the  point  of  order  that  the 
language  we  are  now  discussing  is  legis¬ 
lation  upon  an  appropriation  bill,  and 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  declared  that  it  is  germane  to 
something  in  the  bill — nobody  knows 
what — it  is  still  subject  to  the  point  of 
order,  because  there  is  an  absolute  dis¬ 


tinction  between  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  of  an  amendment  and  the 
question  of  its  being  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill.  It  is  still  my  studied 
opinion  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  ruled  that  it  is  germane  does  not 
automatically  decide  that  this  language 
in  the  bill  does  not  deviate  from  existing 
law  or  is  not  legislation  upon  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  still  make  the  point  of 
order  that  it  is  legislation  upon  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  President,  if  by  this  method  a  Sen¬ 
ator  can  come  before  the  Senate  and 
submit  a  question  of  germaneness  upon 
every  phase  of  an  appropriation  bill,  or 
any  other  measure  that  is  befpre  the 
Senate,  it  will  be  possible  to  bypass  abso¬ 
lutely  the  two-thirds  rule,  under  which 
it  is  necessary  to  have  a  vote  of  two- 
thirds  to  sustain  an  amendment  which 
proposes  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill.  All  a  Senator  would  have  to  do, 
if  he  had  a  majority  with  him,  would 
be  to  suggest  that  an  amendment  was 
germane,  and  if  he  could  get  the  majority 
to  say  that  it  was  germane,  then  there 
would  be  nullified  and  abrogated  the 
two-thirds  rule,  which  has  been  in  ex¬ 
istence  at  least  ever  since  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  been  a  Member  of  the 
Senate,  and  was  the  rule  long  before 
that. 

Mr.  President,  a  dangerous  precedent 
is  being  set.  I  submit  we  might  just  as 
well  forget  about  the  two-thirds  rule  if 
my  point  of  order  is  not  sustained. 

Mr.  President,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  Senate  has  voted  that  the 
amendment  is  germane,  I  submit  that, 
that  action  of  the  Senate  in  no  wise  af¬ 
fects  the  question  of  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill.  There  could  be  in  an 
appropriation  bill  many  things  which  are 
germane,  which  would  be  in  an  entirely 
separate  category  when  it  comes  to  the 
question  of  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  as 
one  Member  of  the  Senate  who  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  amendment  was  ger¬ 
mane,  I  wish  to  say  that  my  decision  on 
that  issue  was  based  upon  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  House  had  sent  to  the 
Senate  a  bill  authorizing  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  a  given  number  of  dollars  to  buy 
various  supplies  for  the  cooperative 
countries  who  hold  membership  in 
OEEC.  When  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  took  testimony  on  the  bill,  we 
asked  the  Administrator  to  indicate  to 
us  what  those  supplies  would  be,  and  he 
indicated  that  some  of  them,  quite  a  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  them,  would  be  farm 
supplies,  that  others  would  be  machinery, 
that  some  would  be  loans,  and  some 
would  be  services.  Therefore,  I  felt  that 
when  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  offered  an  amendment  direct¬ 
ing  the  Administrator  to  purchase  the 
ajnount  of  farm  supplies  contemplated 
in  the  House  bill,  which  the  Administra¬ 
tor  had  indicated  to  us  in  his  tentative 
estimate  he  was  inclined  to  purchase,  it 
was  germane  to  the  program  we  were 
considering. 

I  do  not  care  to  argue  the  new  point, 
that  the  amendment  is  legislation  on  art 
appropriation  bill.  I  have  been  pro¬ 
ceeding  on  the  assumption  that  it  con¬ 


formed  to  the  Ramseyer  rule,  under 
which  we  can  put  into  an  appropriation 
bill  legislation  which  limits  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  funds.  Whether  this  limits  the 
expenditure  of  funds  I  would  not  like  to 
say,  for  one  reason  because  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  has  informed  us  that  his 
estimates  of  the  needs  of  the  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  were  in  the  first  place  tentative,  sub¬ 
ject  to  revision  as  further  crop  reports 
come  from  Europe  and,  secondly,  that 
they  were  based  upon  an  estimate  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $4,000,000,000,  and  we  have 
cut  the  total  appropriation  by  more  than 
$400,000,000.  Therefore  he  claims  that 
it  would  be  very  necessary  for  him  to  re¬ 
vise  his  tentative  estimates,  and  perhaps 
give  a  lower  allocation  to  wheat,  corn, 
and  cotton. 

I  wish  to  say  in  all  frankness,  Mr. 
President,  that  when  I  first  discussed 
this  problem  before  the  Senate  I  clearly 
indicated  my  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  is  entirely  undesirable. 
But  that  is  aside  from  the  point  of 
whether  or  not  it  is  germane,  or  whether 
or  not  it  falls  within  the  rule  that  it  is 
legislation  improperly  upon  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

We  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  thinks  this  is  a 
bad  amendment,  that  it  will  hurt  our 
farmers  instead  of  helping  them.  We 
are  aware  of  the  fact  that  all  three 
major  farm  organizations  have  very  ex¬ 
plicitly  gone  on  record  against  the 
amendment.  We  are  aware  of  the  fact 
that  it  could  be  used  as  propaganda  by 
Communists,  that,  instead  of  carrying 
out  a  cooperative  program  to  rehabili¬ 
tate  our  allies  in  western  Europe,  we  are 
using  this  relief  as  a  dumping  process  for 
surplus  farm  products,  a  claim  which  we 
have  always  denied.  They  claimed  all 
along  that  we  were  not  really  aiming  to 
help  western  Europe,  that  we  were  afraid 
of  a  depression,  that  we  wanted  to  move 
surplus  products  abroad,  and  that  this 
was  the  means  we  had  adopted  for  mov¬ 
ing  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  simply  wanted  to  ex¬ 
plain  that  in  voting  this  amendment  to 
be  germane,  and  I  thought  it  was,  I  in  no 
sense  committed  myself  on  its  merits, 
because  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  it, 
and  I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  adopt  it, 
when  it  comes  to  vote  on  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  point  of  order  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  wait  a  moment  until  the  Chair 
makes  a  statement.  The  question  is  on 
the  point  of  order  raised  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  and  the  Chair  thought  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson] 
was  arguing  the  point  of  order  rather 
than  the  merits  of  the  matter.  If  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  wishes  to  argue 
the  point  of  order - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Has  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  made  a  point  of  order?  I  did  not 
hear  the  Senator  from  Illinois  make  a 
point  of  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes;  he  did 
make  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  When  I  indicated  I 
wished  to  make  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 
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I  wanted  to  ask  whether  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  had  made  a  point  of  order. 
I  did  not  hear  him  make  a  point  of  order 
that  the  item  was  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  If  he  has  made  such 
a  point  of  order  I  should  like  to  speak  on 
it  for  a  moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair  is 
ready  to  rule  on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  point  of  order 
not  debatable? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  debata¬ 
ble  if  the  Chair  desires  to  hear  arguments 
on  the  point  of  order,  but  the  Chair  is 
ready  to  rule  on  the  point  of  order,  and 
does  not  feel  that  it  is  necessary  to  hear 
any  further  arguments  on  that  point. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  majority  leader 
was  given  plenty  of  time  to  present  his 
argument  in  favor  of  the  point  of  order. 
Therefore  it  certainly  seems  that  equal 
opportunity  should  be  afforded  other 
Senators  to  answer  the  points  he  has 
made. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  the  Chair 
is  prepared  to  overrule  the  point  of  order 
made  by  the  majority  leader,  what  is  the 
use  of  arguing? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  not  the  point 
I  make,  Mr.  President.  When  one  Sena¬ 
tor  is  recognized  by  the  Presiding  Of¬ 
ficer  to  make  a  point  of  order  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  arguments  in  favor  of  his  point  of 
order,  I  certainly  feel  that  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity  should  be  afforded  Senators  who 
are  opposed  to  the  point  of  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  rule  pro¬ 
vides  that  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Chair  to  hear  arguments  on  a  point  of 
order.  The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
familiar  with  that  rule. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair  is 
ready  to  rule,  and  since  the  Chair  as¬ 
sumed  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
was  opposed  to  the  point  of  order,  the 
Chair  felt  it  was  not  necessary  to  listen 
to  argument  against  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Chair  anticipated 
what  I  was  going  to  say? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes;  he  did. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Did  not  the  Chair 
state  before  the  point  of  order  was  raised 
that  he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  point 
of  order  was  not  valid? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
stated  that  if  the  Senate  voted  that  this 
amendment  was  germane,  that  in  itself 
eliminated  any  further  point  of  order 
against  it. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  make  an  ob¬ 
servation.  There  are  two  rather  appar¬ 
ently  conflicting  provisions  of  the  rule. 
As  the  Chair  said  a  while  ago,  it  is  a  little 
unusual  for  the  sponsors  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  make  the  point  of  order  that  it 
is  germane  when  no  Senator  had  made 
the  point  of  order  that  it  is  not  germane. 
The  decisions  of  the  Chair  are  usually 
made  on  the  points  of  order  made  against 
an  amendment  to  or  a  provision  of  the 
bill.  But  under  the  precedent  referred 
to,  when  a  similar  situation  arose,  the 
Senate  voted  on  the  question,  and  held 
that  the  matter  was  germane,  although 


the  point  of  order  against  its  germane¬ 
ness  was  not  made. 

There  are  two  theories  about  the 
question  of  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  and  the  limitation  of  language 
in  an  appropriation  bill.  Language  that 
limits  or  prohibits  the  expenditure  of 
money  is  a  limitation.  Language  in  the 
bill  which  affirmatively  directs  the  exec¬ 
utive  department  how  to  spend  money  is 
not  a  limitation.  Under  the  rule  which 
has  been  long  upheld  by  precedents  and 
decisions,  in  a  general  lump  sum  appro¬ 
priation  bill  amendments  directing  that 
a  portion  of  the  money  be  spent  for  any 
specific  purpose  are  not  in  order.  But 
that  point  is  not  raised  here.  That  is 
not  before  the  Chair.  It  would  be  prop¬ 
erly,  in  connection  with  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  Chair,  I  think,  indicated — if  not, 
he  would  now — that  he  thinks  this  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  it  is.  But  the  question  of  the 
germaneness  of  that  legislation  to  some 
other  legislative  provision  in  the  bill  had 
to  be  submitted  to  the  Senate.  The 
Senate  has  decided  that  it  is  germane. 
It  is  not  for  the  Chair  to  say  what  it  is 
germane  to.  The  Senate  decided  it  was 
germane  to  something,  and  that,  of 
course,  has  to  stand  as  the  ruling  of  the 
Senate.  Therefore,  the  Senate  having 
decided  that  question  in  the  affirmative, 
the  point  of  order  that  it  is  legislation, 
and  therefore  in  violation  of  the  rules, 
must  be  overruled  because  the  Senate 
held  by  its  vote  that  if  it  is  legislation — 
and  by  implication  it  might  be  held  that 
the  Senate  voted  that  it  is  legislation, 
but  that  it  is  germane  to  some  other  leg¬ 
islative  provision  in  the  bill — the  Chair 
is  compelled  to  overrule  the  point  of 
order  made  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  Chair  acknowledges  the  confusion 
by  which  this  rule  seems  to  be  sur¬ 
rounded,  growing  out  of  a  previous  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Senate,  but  the  Chair  can¬ 
not  help  that. 

The  question  now  is  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  itself. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Chair  permit  a  parliamentary  inquiry  in 
connection  with  the  ruling  just  made? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  So  that  Senators  may 
be  informed  about  the  future  course, 
does  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  mean  that 
when  the  question  of  germaneness  is 
raised  by  the  proponent  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  settled  in  the  affirmative,  that 
shall  be  held  conclusively  to  mean  that 
the  decision  of  the  Senate  was  that  it 
was  not  only  germane,  but  germane  to  a 
legislative  provision  which  came  over 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  in 
the  bill,  and  that,  therefore,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  matter  in  issue  being  legisla¬ 
tion  is  not  subject  to  be  raised  as  a  point 
of  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair  is 
inclined  to  the  opinion — not  rendering 
any  decision,  however — that  if  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  germaneness  of  any  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  appropriation  bill  is  submit¬ 
ted  to  the  Senate,  and  the  Senate  votes 
that  it  is  germane,  that  ends  it  so  far  as 
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any  objection  to  it  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  is 
concerned.  That  may  be  a  ridiculous 
parliamentary  situation,  but  that  seems 
to  be  the  consequence  of  the  Senate’s 
action. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Will  the  Chair  allow  a 
further  observation  on  that  point? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  It  had  seemed  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida  that  in  the  rule 
there  were  two  questions  presented,  one 
the  question  of  relevancy,  which  is  de¬ 
cided,  not  by  the  Chair,  but  by  a  vote  of 
the  Senate.  The  second  one  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  whether  the  subject  involved  is  leg¬ 
islation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  It  did 
not  seem  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  the  decision  in  the  affirmative  on 
the  question  of  relevancy  necessarily 
precluded  the  question  of  it  being  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  because, 
for  example,  the  ruling  on  the  question 
would  be  by  a  different  tribunal.  Under 
the  rule  itself,  on  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness,  the  decision  is  by  the  Senate, 
but  on  the  point  of  order  as  to  whether 
the  matter  is  legislation  on  an  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  I  had  understood  that  the  de¬ 
cision  would  be  by  the  Chair.  So  they 
must  be  different  questions.  I  had  never 
understood  that  the  question  on  the 
point  of  order  as  to  a  matter  being  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill  would  be 
submitted  without  argument  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  for  its  decision.  Therefore,  they 
must  be  two  separate  questions,  and  I  do 
not  think  it  necessarily  follows  that  the 
decision  of  one  by  the  Senate  necessarily 
precludes  the  decision  of  the  other  by  the 
Chair,  unless,  as  the  question  I  put  orig¬ 
inally  supposed,  the  affirmative  decision 
of  germaneness  by  the  Senate  is  pre¬ 
sumed  conclusively  to  be  a  decision  by 
the  Senate  that  the  issue  is  not  only  rel¬ 
evant,  but  relevant  to  a  legislative  provi¬ 
sion  which  came  over  to  the  Senate  from 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  state  that  it  has  been  held  fre¬ 
quently  by  the  Senate  and  by  the  Chair — • 
by  the  Chair,  at  least — that  where  there 
is  -legislative  matter  in  an  appropriation 
bill  coming  over  from  the  House  a  legis¬ 
lative  amendment  to  that  legislative  pro¬ 
posal  already  contained  in  the  House  bill 
is  in  order  if  germane  to  that  particular 
matter,  and  the  question  of  its  germane¬ 
ness  must  be  submitted  to  the  Senate. 
That  is  wholly  independent  of  the  point 
that  it  is  legislation,  because  that  presup¬ 
poses  that  it  is  legislation  or  that  it  is  an 
amendment  embodying  legislation,  and 
if  it  is  not  gerrhane  to  any  other  legisla¬ 
tive  provision  in  the  bill,  and  the  Senate 
so  decides,  of  course,  that  vitiates  the 
amendment  at  once. 

But  if  the  Senate  holds,  which  it  has 
done  in  this  case,  that  it  is  germane 
either  to  the  language  to  which  it  is  ap¬ 
pended,  or  germane  to  the  bill — because 
the  rule  itself  deals  with  germaneness  to 
the  bill  as  well  as  to  any  particular  part 
of  the  bill — if  the  Senate  votes  that  it  is 
germane,  although  legislation,  if  it  is 
germane  to  any  other  legislative  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  the  Chair  does  not  see 
how  he  can  overrule  that  decision  of  the 
Senate  by  deciding  that,  although  the 
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Senate  has  held  that  it  is  legislation  and 
that  it  is  germane,  nevertheless  the  Chair 
can  say  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  therefore  declare  the 
amendment  out  of  order.  That  would  be 
in  effect  overruling  the  decision  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  The  point  I  had  in  mind 
was  that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  might  present  some  matter 
in  the  bill  with  respect  to  which  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness  might  arise,  and  the 
Senate  might  decide  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  itself ;  but  I  had  not  supposed 
that  it  would  be  conclusively  presumed 
that,  if  it  were  germane  to  a  legislative 
provision,  it  would  not  be  subject  to  the 
point  of  order  that  it  is  legislation  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  it  were  not  only 
germane  but  also  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
whether  an  amendment  is  germane  to  a 
legislative  provision  is  for  the  Senate  to 
decide.  The  Senate  decided  that  this 
amendment  was  germane  to  a  legislative 
provision  of  the  bill  as  it  came  over 
from  the  House.  When  the  Senate  de¬ 
cides  that  it  is  legislation,  but  that  it  is 
germane  to  the  bill,  the  Chair  cannot 
throw  the  amendment  out  on  a  point  of 
order  that  it  is  legislation,  because  the 
Senate  has  voted  that,  notwithstanding 
It  is  legislation,  it  is  germane  to  a  legis¬ 
lative  provision  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  The  Chair  did  not 
suggest  that  under  the  rule  the  Chair 
did  not  submit  to  the  Senate  the  ques¬ 
tion  whether  or  not  it  is  legislation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
does  not  have  to  submit  that  question. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Only  the  question  of 
relevancy  was  involved  in  the  decision  of 
the  Senate.  It  seems  to  me  that  under 
the  rule  a  second  decision,  as  to  whether 
it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
should  be  made  by  the  Chair.  In  that 
case,  even  if  it  were  relevant  to  a  legis¬ 
lative  provision,  it  would  be  subject  to  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  From  what 
decision  of  the  Chair  does  the  Senator 
appeal? 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  decision  overruling 
the  point  of  order  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Such  an  ap¬ 
peal  is  in  order.  Does  the  Senator  wish 
to  argue  the  appeal? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  appeal  from  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Chair  for  this  reason:  I 
am  no  strong  partisan  of  either  side  so 
far  as  the  amendment  is  concerned;  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  embarking 
on  a  course  which  will  lead  to  the  break¬ 
down  of  the  rule  prohibiting  legislation 
on  appropriation  bills.  I  think  it  is  an 
excellent  rule.  I  cannot  see  why  a  point 
of  order  cannot  be  made  against  an 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
legislation,  even  though  it  may  be  ger¬ 
mane. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Is  not  this  body  en¬ 
titled  to  amend  an  appropriation  bill 


sent  over  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives? 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  rule  provides  that — 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general 
legislation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  When  the  House  has 
inserted  a  legislative  provision - 

Mr.  TAFT.  That  is  another  question. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  No;  it  is  precisely  this 
question. 

Mr.  TAFT.  If  the  House  has  inserted 
general  legislation,  the  amendment  does 
not  propose  general  legislation.  The 
House  has  already  done  it,  and  we  are 
developing  in  that  field  the  question  of 
further  general  legislation  by  amending 
the  general  legislation  which  the  House 
has  put  in  the  bill.  But  it  seems  to  me 
there  can  be  no  question  about  the 
result. 

I  do  not  see  any  relation  whatever  be¬ 
tween  the  rule  regarding  general  legis¬ 
lation  and  the  rule  regarding  germane¬ 
ness.  The  English  is  entirely  separate. 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general  leg¬ 
islation  shall  be  received  to  any  general  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  nor  shall  any  amendment 
not  germane  or  relevant  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  contained  in  the  bill  be  received. 

They  are  entirely  distinct.  There  is 
no  relation  whatever  between  them  so 
far  as  I  can  see.  The  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  is  dealt  with  in  one  way  by  a 
vote  of  the  Senate.  Suspension  of  the 
rule  regarding  general  legislation  has  al¬ 
ways  been  by  a  two-thirds  vote.  If  we 
want  to  insert  general  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  I  see  no  possible  argu¬ 
ment  for  the  claim  that  the  two  proposi¬ 
tions  are  related,  and  that  because  an 
amendment  is  germane  it  is  no  longer 
general  legislation.  The  two  rules  are 
entirely  distinct. 

I  believe  that  if  this  precedent  is  es¬ 
tablished,  it  means  an  end  to  the  rule 
which  forbids  general  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill.  I  think  it  is  a  very 
bad  practice.  It  is  done  too  much,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  practice  should  be  ex¬ 
tended.  So  I  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  Chair.  I  feel  that  the  Senate  it¬ 
self  should  decide  in  this  case.  The 
question  of  general  legislation  is  a  point 
of  order  which  can  be  raised  regardless 
of  how  the  Senate  votes  on  the  question 
of  germaneness. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  a  few  words  on  this  question.  I 
believe  it  to  be  important.  I  think  the 
question  of  whether  an  amendment  is 
germane  to  something  which  is  inserted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  is  a  com¬ 
plete  answer  to  the  point  of  order  that 
it  is  legislation.  Otherwise  the  hands 
of  this  body  would  be  tied  to  leaving, 
just  as  the  House  sent  it  to  us,  a  purely 
legislative  matter  which  they  themselves 
inserted  in  an  appropriation  bill.  There 
can  be  no  point  of  order  as  to  what  the 
House  did  on  an  appropriation  bill.  Our 
rules  do  not  apply  to  the  House.  The 
House  itself  is  the  judge  of  its  own  rules, 
and  when  it  sends  us  a  bill  which  clearly 
contains  legislative  matter,  though  it  be 
included  in  a  general  appropriation  bill, 
then  certainly  if  we  cannot  amend  that 
legislative  matter,  we  become  an  utterly 
useless  part  of  the  legislative  process. 


Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio?  ' 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  Senator  is  not  sug¬ 
gesting,  is  he,  that  there  is  any  general 
legislation  put  in  this  bill  by  the  House 
of  Representatives  at  any  place? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  amendment  is 
right  in  the  middle  of  it. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  The  amendment  is  in 
the  very  body  of  a  legislative  proposal 
inserted  by  the  House.  The  ruling  of 
the  Chair  is  the  only  logical  ruling  that 
can  be  made.  It  is  unnecessary  to  make 
the  point  that  an  amendment  is  ger¬ 
mane.  That  is  a  defensive  argument 
against  striking  the  amendment,  because 
the  point  has  been  made  that  it  is  legis¬ 
lative.  What  is  the  status  of  it?  Here 
is  a  legislative  matter.  Let  us  concede 
that  it  is  purely  legislative,  inserted  by 
the  House  under  its  own  rules.  It  comes 
to  this  body.  A  point  of  order  Is  made 
to  an  amendment  offered  in  the  Senate 
that  it  is  in  the  nature  of  legislative 
matter  and  cannot  be  included  in  a  gen¬ 
eral  appropriation  bill.  When  that  is 
urged,  and  that  question  is  decided  as  the 
Chair  properly  resolved  it  in  this  case  by 
submitting  it  to  the  Senate,  that  is  the 
answer.  Yes;  it  is  legislative  matter, 
but  we  are  proposing  to  amend  it.  We 
must  have  the  right  to  amend  it,  and 
therefore  when  it  is  determined  to  be 
a  legislative  matter  by  the  Senate,  the 
point  of  order  that  it  is  a  legislative 
matter  is,  of  course,  of  no  force  or  effect. 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  too  clear  to  admit  of 
argument,  and  I  do  not  think  any  other 
consistent  rule  could  be  adopted  if  this 
body  is  to  be  left  free  to  legislate  on  what 
the  other  body  of  the  legislative  branch 
has  itself  inserted  in  the  bill. 

If  the  Senate  inserted  a  legislative 
provision  in  a  general  appropriation  bill, 
and  if  some  Member  of  the  Senate  pro¬ 
posed  from  the  floor  to  amend  that  leg¬ 
islative  provision  by  another  legislative 
provision  or  by  some  modification  or 
change  of  it,  certainly  the  point  of  order 
would  be  well  taken  because  the  whole 
thing  would  be  subject  to  a  point  of 
order — that  is  to  say,  the  whole  amend¬ 
ment  as  first  inserted  by  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  also  the  proposal 
submitted  by  some  Member  from  the 
floor  to  amend  it. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  What  is  the  provision  of 
the  House  which  amounts  to  legislation? 
All  I  can  see  is  general  authority  to  spend 
$3,600,000,000  for  the  purposes  of  the 
act. 

The  only  legislation  I  can  see  is  the 
statement  “without  regard  to  section 
3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes.” 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  exactly  in  the  same 
boat  with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois,  and  both  of  them  are  complain¬ 
ing  that  the  umpire  made  a  wrong  de¬ 
cision.  However,  the  Senate  decided 
that  it  was  relevant,  that  it  was  mate- 
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rial,  that  it  was  germane.  That  is  the 
end  of  the  matter.  The  umpire  decided 
against  the  Senator. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Oh,  no;  the  question  is 
whether  germaneness  has  the  slightest 
connection  with  the  point  of  its  being 
legislation.  The  only  legislative  matter 
I  can  see  that  the  House  has  inserted  is 
the  statement  that  this  shall  be  done 
without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes. 

Simply  because  the  House  opened  up 
that  provision,  I  do  not  think  we  are  en¬ 
titled  to  go  further  and  change  all  the 
other  features  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  in  any  way  we  choose,  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  which 
say  we  shall  not  do  so. 
i  Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  making  a  powerful 
argument  against  a  decision  which  has 
Just  been  made  by  the  Senate — a  deci¬ 
sion  that  this  amendment  is  germane. 
In  this  case  germaneness  is  an  absolute, 
positive  defense.  It  is  not  a  mere  plea 
of  “not  guilty,”  meeting  the  issue  on  the 
merits,  but  it  is  a  positive  defense  equiv¬ 
alent  to  any  positive  defense  which  might 
be  offered  in  any  court  to  any  cause  of 
action. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  wish  to  call  the 
Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
wording  of  the  House  bill  was  that— 
and  loss  by  exchange,  $3,568,470,000 — 

And  then  this  is  added: 
and  (2)  — 

Thus  connecting  both  of  them  to¬ 
gether — 

not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for 
expenditures  of  a  confidential  nature  (other 
than  entertainment)  under  the  direction  of 
the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  such  expenditure  which  he  may 
think  it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every 
such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified. 

That  is  legislation  pure  and  simple. 
There  can  be  no  question  about  it. 

What  does  it  do,  Mr.  President?  It 
gives  the  Administrator  and  even  the 
Deputy  Administrator  certain  rights 
which  they  do  not  now  enjoy.  That  is 
legislation.  No  one  can  dispute  it.  It 
is  there. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  submitting  the  argu¬ 
ment,  but  I  do  not  think  we  need  any 
argument.  The  issue  has  been  submitted 
to  the  Senate,  and  the  Senate  decided 
that  the  amendment  is  germane.  That 
answers  the  point  of  order  that  it  is 
legislation. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  hesitate  to  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia,  but  he  has  just  used  the 
Words  “germane  amendment.”  I  voted 
in  favor  of  holding  the  amendment  to  be 
germane,  but  I  do  not  consider  that  I 
voted  on  the  question  of  the  amend¬ 
ment’s  being  legislation  on  an  appropri¬ 
ation  bill. 


I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that  two 
questions  are  involved  here,  namely,  the 
question  of  germaneness  and  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill. 

This  amendment  is  germane  to  an 
appropriation  bill,  but  it  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  in  order  if  it  is  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  can  vote  that  it  is  germane  to  the 
appropriation  bill  and  still  have  a  ques¬ 
tion,  to  be  presented  to  the  Senate,  as 
to  whether  it  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

It  seems  to  me  that  now  the  question 
of  a  point  of  order  as  to  the  amendment’s 
being  general  legislation  is  open,  even 
though  it  has  been  decided  to  be  ger¬ 
mane  to  an  appropriation  bill.  The 
appropriation  is  the  granting  of  funds 
for  a  present-day  policy  of  government. 
A  legislative  amendment  is  a  change  in 
a  policy  of  government.  That  is  why 
legislation  cannot  be  added  to  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

This  is  germane  to  an  appropriation 
bill,  but  not  necessarily  germane  to  a 
legislative  provision. 

I  most  respectfully  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  that  he  confuses  the  two 
points  when  he  says  that  the  question 
of  germaneness  and  the  question  of  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill  are  one 
and  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  admonition  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  and  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts;  but  there  can 
be  no  issue  of  germaneness,  unless  the 
amendment  is  germane  to  something  in¬ 
serted  in  the  bill  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

If  the  Senator’s  position  were  correct, 
then  on  any  sort  of  an  appropriation 
measure  if  we  were  to  do  anything  by 
way  of  amendment  to  a  part  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation  fund,  that  would  be  a  ger¬ 
mane  amendment.  But  I  do  not  think 
so. 

If  I  may  be  pardoned  for  the  compari¬ 
son,  let  me  say  it  is  exactly  comparable 
to  a  situation  in  which  a  person  is  in¬ 
dicted  for  murder.  He  might  defend  by 
saying  “I  am  not  guilty,”  or  he  might 
offer  an  affirmative  defense  that  he  was 
utterly  crazy  when  he  committed  the  act. 
In  that  event  the  authorities  could  not 
do  anything  to  him,  unless  he  subse¬ 
quently  recovered  his  sanity. 

So,  when  someone  makes  the  point  of 
order  here  that  an  amendment  is  legisla¬ 
tion  on  the  appropriation  bill,  the  answer 
is,  if  that  point  can  be  sustained,  “Yes, 
it  is;  but  it  is  absolutely  germane  to 
something  already  put  in  the  bill.” 

Otherwise  we  would  deliberately  tie 
our  hands;  and  the  House  could  do  what¬ 
ever  it  pleased  to  do,  but  we  could  not 
touch  that  action  on  the  part  of  the 
House  except  to  vote  it  either  up  or 
down. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  will,  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Under  the  Senator’s 
proposal,  is  it  not  possible  for  the  Senate 
to  determine  whether  the  amendment  is 
germane? 


Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MYERS.  As  a  result,  we  no 
longer  give  any  effectiveness  to  the  point 
of  order  that  the  proposal  is  legislation. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  No;  we  do  not  give 
any  effectiveness  to  the  point  of  order, 
because  the  Senate  has  deliberately  re¬ 
corded  itself  contrary  to  its  previous 
judgment  of  fact.  Sometimes  I  have 
seen  the  Senate  do  that,  I  may  say. 

Mr.  •  MYERS.  But  in  the  future,  in 
connection  with  any  similar  provision, 
the  Senate  can  say  it  is  germane;  the 
Senate  can  say  that  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  legislation  came  to  us  from 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and, 
therefore,  after  such  a  vote,  no  longer 
can  a  point  of  order  be  raised  as  to 
whether  the  matter  is  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  exactly  true. 
But  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  Senate 
would  so  vote  if  there  were  no  basis  for 
such  a  vote. 

In  this  case  I  think  it  is  germane;  but 
I  would  be  most  reluctant  to  assume  that 
the  Senate  would  ever  say  that  some¬ 
thing  is  germane  if  it  had  no  possible 
basis  upon  which  that  statement  could 
stand. 

Mr.  MYERS.  It  opens  the  door  to 
that. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes;  it  opens  the  door. 
But  the  door  is  always  wide  open  for  us 
to  vote  as  we  please. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Following  the  sug¬ 
gestion  made  by  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  are  we  to 
understand  now  that  the  rule  is  that  if  an 
appropriation  bill  is  before  the  Senate 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  proposes  his  economy  amend¬ 
ment  and  asks  whether  it  is  germane,  a 
mere  vote  of  the  Senate  that  it  is  germane 
would  obviate  the  two-thirds  rule  under 
which  the  Senate  has  heretofore  op¬ 
erated?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  If  the  amendment  were 
germane,  and  the  Senate  so  held. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  he  so  proposed, 
then  the  two-thirds  rule  would  be  out. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes;  the  two-thirds 
rule  has  nothing  to  do  with  it,  if  it  is 
germane.  But  of  course  the  Senate  must 
make  that  decision. 

Is  the  Senator  willing  to  have  the  House 
write  legislation  in  an  appropriation  bill, 
and  then  have  the  Senate  foreclosed  from 
amending  it  or  changing  it? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No ;  but  I  would  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Georgia  that  in  the 
Senate  I  voted  on  an  issue  to  whcih  the 
two-thirds  rule  was  applied.  I  refer  to 
the  economy  motion  made  by  a  Senator 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  The  motion 
carried  by  a  majority,  but  it  did  not  re¬ 
ceive  a  two-thirds  vote.  Now  I  under¬ 
stand  that,  the  next  day,  all  it  would  be 
necessary  to  do  would  be  to  ask  that  it 
be  declared,  by  majority  vote,  to  be  ger¬ 
mane,  and  then  the  motion  could  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes,  Mr.  President;  it 
is  possible  for  the  Senate  to  do  that,  if 
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the  Senate  wishes  to  stultify  itself.  But 
I  would  not  assume  that  the  Senate  would 
wish  to  do  so.  If  the  Senate  wishes  to 
do  that,  it  may  do  it.  There  is  no  power 
on  earth  that  can  keep  the  Senate  from 
casting  a  foolish  vote  or  one  wholly  un¬ 
tenable,  if  it  wants  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  too  clear 
to  permit  of  argument  that  the  appeal 
should  be  overridden,  and  the  Chair 
should  be  sustained;  otherwise  we  cannot 
preserve  freedom  of  action  in  this  body. 
One  way  of  preserving  our  freedom  of  ac¬ 
tion  is  to  be  able  to  offer  amendments  so 
long  as  they  are  germane  to  something 
the  House  has  embedded  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  we  are  asked  to  confirm  or  approve. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Let  the 
Chair  state  that,  as  he  understands,  the 
debate  is  now  proceeding  on  the  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  United  States  is  about  to  make 
one  of  the  most  far-reaching  and  mo¬ 
mentous  decisions  from  the  standpoint 
of  parliamentary  law  it  has  been  called 
upon  to  make  since  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber.  I  always  dislike  to  disagree  with 
the  very  able  and  eminent  Senator  from 
Georgia,  but,  Mr.  President,  just  so  surely 
as  we  permit  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  to 
stand,  we  open  the  door  in  the  future  to 
all  types  and  kinds  of  legislation  to  be 
proposed  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  say  the 
Senate  will  ever  stultify  itself  by  do¬ 
ing  that,  but  I  say  the  door  is  wide 
open  to  turn  over  to  the  Appropriations 
Committee  not  only  the  appropriations 
which  come  before  the  Senate,  but  also 
the  legislative  policy  of  this  great  de¬ 
liberative  body.  If  this  ruling  is  to  be 
followed  in  the  future,  then  the  rule  re¬ 
quiring  a  two-thirds  vote  before  a  legis¬ 
lative  amendment  could  be  added  to  an 
appropriation  is  to  be  disregarded.  A 
majority  will  be  able  to  write  any  type  of 
legislation  upon  an  appropriation  bill 
it  may  desire.  It  has  been  done  in  the 
past.  It  will  be  done  again.  Every 
Senator  knows  that  appropriation  bills 
have  come  from  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  the  Senate  without  House 
legislation  contained  therein,  and  yet 
the  Senate  committee  would  seek  to  add 
legislation  of  its  own  upon  the  bill.  I 
would  not  charge  the  committee  mem¬ 
bers  with  stultifying  themselves  by  so 
doing. 

As  Senators  know  hundreds  of  times 
the  two-thirds  rule  has  been  invoked. 
But  had  they  known  the  situation  as  de¬ 
veloped  today,  all  that  would  have  been 
necessary  to  do  would  be  for  Senators 
merely  to  say  “We  do  not  think  it  is  ger¬ 
mane,”  followed  by  a  majority  vote  sus¬ 
taining  the  germaneness.  As  a  result, 
the  two-thirds  rule  would  be  gone,  and 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  powerful 
as  it  is  now,  would  practically  take  over 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  and  run 
it.  That  is  the  trend,  Mr.  President, 
based  upon  all  these  amendments  in  the 
bill  before  us. 

Mr.  President,  the  Appropriations 
Committee  has  certain  duties  to  perform. 
The  committee  has  no  right  to  write  into 
an  appropriation  bill  legislation  of  this 
kind  unless  the  two-thirds  rule  applies. 


The  Senate  should  have  the  right  to  ap¬ 
ply  the  rule,  when  the  point  is  made 
that  an  amendment  constitutes  legisla¬ 
tion  upon  an  appropriation  bill.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  one  ruling  in  the  past 
which  the  Chair  cited,  I  maintain  that 
that  ruling  should  be  overturned  in  the 
interest  of  orderly  procedure  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  in  the  interest  of  keeping  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  from  becoming 
the  one  and  only  committee  in  this  body 
that  will  control  practically  everything 
that  comes  along.  If  that  committee  can 
write  this  kind  of  legislation  into  an 
appropriation  bill,  I  do  not  care  what 
comes  up  next  in  the  way  of  an  appro¬ 
priation;  other  types  of  legislation  will 
be  written  into  it,  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  be  making  all  the  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  thfe  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  there  were  a 
legislative  bill  to  create  funds  for  the 
taking  of  a  census,  would  it  be  possible  to 
put  a  poll  tax  rider  on  it? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  It  is  possible  to  do  any¬ 
thing,  under  this  ruling.  In  other  words, 
when  a  poll  tax  rider  is  put  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  or  a  census  bill,  and  the 
majority  says  it  is  germane — that  makes 
it  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  the  Senate  would 
make  the  determination  of  whether - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Of  course,  they  would. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  having  a  hard 
time.  Well,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  never  had 
a  difficult  time  with  me. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Does  the  Senator 
not  believe  a  majority  might  vote  for 
the  poll  tax  rider? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  knows,  if 
a  poll-tax  amendment  were  tacked  onto 
an  appropriation  bill,  it  would  be  voted 
to  be  germane.  The  great  majority  of 
people  believe  in  anti-poll-tax  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  Senators  would  vote  their  polit¬ 
ical  convictions,  whether  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  were  germane  or  not.  Everybody 
knows  that  to  be  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  recall  that  before  the  vote 
was  taken,  the  minority  leader  rose  to 
address  the  Chair,  and  propounded  a 
parliamentary  inquiry? 


Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  parliamentary 
inquiry  was,  if  the  Senate  decided  that 
the  amendment  was  germane,  whether 
that  in  itself  made  a  determination  of 
the  point  of  order  that  had  been  made 
by  the  majority  leader.  Every  Senator 
heard  that  parliamentary  inquiry.  The 
Chair  said  in  his  opinion  the  point  of 
order  made  against  legislation  in  the  bill 
would  be  decided  adversely,  if  the  Senate 
voted  that  the  amendment  was  germane. 

Now,  for  the  majority  leader  to  say 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee  is 
taking  over  the  Senate,  when  Members 
of  the  Senate  heard  and  knew,  when 
they  voted  on  the  question  whether  the 
amendment  was  germane,  they  would 
settle  the  issue,  is  certainly  beside  the 
point.  It  is  not  an  issue  at  all.  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  President,  it  is  one 
of  the  finest  committees  in  the  United 
States  Senate.  [Laughter.]  That  ap¬ 
plies  to  all  its  members.  They  all  de¬ 
serve  praise.  They  have  had  great 
debates  among  themselves,  and  there 
have  been  some  very  close  votes  on  cer¬ 
tain  issues,  and  on  these  amendments. 
But  I  ask,  Mr.  President,  on  the  point 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia,  are  we  going  to  permit  the 
House  of  Representatives  repeatedly  to 
write  legislation  and  limitations  on  ap¬ 
propriations  bills  and  have  no  recourse 
ourselves? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Why  does  not  the 
Senate  committee  cut  out  such  matter. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
continue? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  I  was  saying,  is 
the  House  to  be  permitted  continually 
to  write  legislation  and  limitations  in 
appropriation  bills  without  our  being 
able  to  make  a  point  of  order  against 
such  provisions?  Is  our  own  right  to  be 
foreclosed,  either  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee  or  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
so  that,  instead  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  being  all  powerful,  their 
power  is  to  dwindle  until  it  has  no  rights 
and  we  are  not  event  coequal  with  the 
House  of  Representatives?  Are  we  not 
coequal  with  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives?  My  position  is  that  when  the 
Senate  voted  on  the  question  germane¬ 
ness  it  voted  with  the  full  knowledge  that 
the  point  of  order  would  not  lie,  if  there 
was  any  merit  to  the  argument  made  be¬ 
fore  the  vote  was  taken  on  the  germane¬ 
ness  of  the  amendment.  I  think  the 
point  or  order  does  not  lie,  and  I  shall 
therefore,  vote  to  sustain  the  decision 
of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  merely 
want  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
that  I  think  his  argument  in  this  in¬ 
stance  is  completely  sound.  During  the 
years  I  have  been  in  the  Senate,  going 
back  to  January  1937,  I  have  come  to 
appreciate  the  fact  that  the  rule  which 
requires  a  two-thirds  vote  for  suspen¬ 
sion,  in  order  to  attach  legislation  to 
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an  appropriation  bill,  is  the  one  thing 
which  stands  between  the  Senate  and 
chaos.  It  is  the  one  thing  which  en¬ 
ables  business  to  be  transacted  in  an 
orderly  way.  If  we  nullify  that  rule,  it 
means  that  there  will  be  unlimited  legis¬ 
lation  on  appropriation  bills,  and  the 
President  will  be  absolutely  helpless  to 
deal  with  the  situation,  because  the  only 
way  he  can  cope  with  it  is  to  veto  appro¬ 
priation  bills  and  paralyze  the  operations 
of  the  Government.  I  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  that  if  this  Pandora’s 
box  is  opened  as  it  looks  as  though  it 
might  be  today,  every  Senator  will  live 
to  regret  it. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President  the  issue 
now  before  the  Senate  is  whether  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  shall' be  sustained. 
I  shall  vote  in  favor  of  the  appeal  and 
against  the  decision  of  the  Chair.  In 
doing  so  it  seems  to  me  that  all  I  shall 
be  voting  for  is  that  when  the  guestion 
of  germaneness  is  decided  by  the  Senate, 
that  vote  does  not  preclude  the  Chair, 
when,  subsequently,  a  point  of  order  is 
made  that  the  mater  in  controversy  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  from 
himself  passing  upon  such  a  point  of 
order. 

I  venture  to  suggest  that  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  way  by  which  this  matter  would 
ordinarily  have  been  handled  would  be 
this:  The  question  of  relevancy  and  ger¬ 
maneness  to  be  decided  by  the  Senate 
does  not  necessarily  have  to  relate  to 
something  which  came  over  from  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  might  re¬ 
late  to  a  matter  put  into  a  bill  by  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee.  The 
rule  itself  speaks  in  the  alternative,  as 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  emphasized, 
about  germaneness  and  about  general 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  As  I 
mentioned  a  while  ago,  the  rule  of 
relevancy  and  germaneness  is  to  be  de¬ 
cided  by  the  Senate,  but  the  question 
whether  a  point  of  order  should  be 
sustained  on  the  ground  of  legislation  in 
an  appropriation  bill  is  decided  by  the 
Chair.  Therefore  they  are,  of  necessity, 
two  matters  and  two  separate  issues.  All 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  in¬ 
vites  us  to  do  is  to  say  that  by  the  decision 
of  the  Senate  on  the  matter  of  relevancy, 
when  subsequently  a  point  of  order  is 
made,  the  Chair  is  not  precluded  from 
passing  his  own  judgment  upon  the 
validity  of  a  subsequent  point  of  order. 

In  this  particular  case  the  second  and 
most  important  question  is,  What  must 
the  subject  of  legislation  coming  over 
from  the  House  have  been,  and  must  the 
matter  in  issue  be  relevant  to  that  legis¬ 
lative  provision  That  is  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  pointed  out  awhile  ago. 
Does  the  House  of  Representatives  have 
the  power  of  putting  one  legislative  pro¬ 
posal  in  a  whole  appropriation  bill,  and 
has  the  Senate  the  power  to  put  in  any 
matter  of  legislative  character  merely 
because  there  is  one  in  another  part  of 
the  bill? 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  able 
chairman  of  the  committee,  read  line  10 
down  to  line  16  and  claimed  that  was 
legislation  incorporated  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Suppose  it  is.  We  are 
talking  about  an  amendment  which  goes 
from  line  4  down  to  line  9.  The  two 
deal  with  entirely  different  subjects. 


The  legislation  to  which  the  able  chair¬ 
man  called  our  attention  deals  with  a 
confidential  fund  of  $500,000  which  the 
Administrator  might  employ.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  is  offering  legislation 
which  deals  with  the  subject  of  surplus 
farm  commodities. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  thought  this  particular 
amendment  was  germane,  and  there  was 
no  suggestion  that  the  germaneness  re¬ 
lated  to  what  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  had  put  into  the  bill  in  the  way  of 
legislation.  The  question  was,  Was  it 
germane  to  the  whole  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration?  It  seemed  obvi¬ 
ous  to  me  that  it  was ;  but  I  certainly  did 
not  intend  to  vote  on  the  question  of 
whether  this  amendment  and  amend¬ 
ments  which  the  House  has  put  into  the 
bill  might  be  called  general  legislation. 

So  it  seems  to  me  the  question  we 
passed  upon  has  no  relation  to  what  the 
House  put  into  the  bill.  The  Chair  may 
rule,  if  he  so  desires,  that  the  House  has 
opened  this  particular  subject,  and  he 
may  find  this  is  germane  to  what  the 
House  put  in.  But  that  is  not  the  ques¬ 
tion  on  which  the  Senate  voted.  The 
Senate  voted  on  whether  the  particular 
amendment  was  germane  to  the  whole 
program.  That  is  why  I  voted  “yea.” 
If  I  had  been  asked  to  vote  on  whether 
it  was  germane  to  some  legislation  the 
House  placed  in  the  bill,  I  should  have 
voted  “nay.”  That  was  not  the  question 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  That  is  the  point  I 
wanted  to  emphasize.  The  Chair  did  not 
present  to  the  Senate  the  question 
whether  the  matter  in  issue  was  relevant 
to  lines  10  to  16  of  the  appropriation  bill. 
I  wanted  to  suggest  that  the  Chair  is  not 
precluded,  by  that  rule  of  relevancy  and 
the  decision  of  the  Senate  in  favor  of 
relevancy  in  this  case,  from  subsequent¬ 
ly  passing  upon  the  point  of  order  made 
by  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Lucas], 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  say  in  that  connection  that 
it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Chair  to  point 
out  to  the  Senate  to  what  provision  an 
amendment  is  germane  or  in  what  re¬ 
spect  it  is  germane  to  the  whole  bill.  The 
rule  takes  that  entirely  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  Chair  and  submits  it  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  as  to  whether  it  is  germane.  The 
Senate  must  make  up  its  own  mind  as 
to  what  provision  it  is  germane  to  or 
whether  it  is  germane  to  the  whole  bill. 
That  is  not  one  of  the  functions  of  the 
Chair,  under  the  rule. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  That  is  the  point  the 
Senator  from  Florida  inquired  about  a 
while  ago.  Is  it  conclusively  presumed 
when  the  Senate  decides  an  amendment 
is  relevant  or  germane,  that  it  is  not  only 
germane  or  relevant,  but  it  is  also  ger¬ 
mane  and  relevant  to  a  legislative  provi¬ 
sion  in  a  bill  which  came  over  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  from  the  House  of  Representatives? 

I  venture  to  suggest  that  that  is  a  non- 
sequitur.  It  would  seem  to  me  once  the 
question  of  germaneness  is  decided  affir¬ 
matively  by  the  Senate,  then  when  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  made  the  point  of 
order  that,  assuming  it  to  be  germane,  it 
is  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 


and  therefore  it  is  in  violation  of  the 
rules  of  the  Senate,  the  Chair  would 
have  to  determine  whether  it  was  not 
only  germane,  as  the  Senate  decided,  but 
whether  it  was  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  The  Chair  would  have  to 
look  at  the  amendment  in  question  to 
see  whether  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  had  put  in  a  legislative  provision  on 
that  particular  subject,  dealing  with  the 
matter  of  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities.  If  the  House  had  put  in  an  amend¬ 
ment  or  a  provision  dealing  with  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities,  then  the  Senate  would  certainly  be 
at  liberty,  as  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
said,  to  alter  a  legislative  provision  sent 
to  us  by  the  House  or  Representatives; 
but  then  it  would  have  been  up  to  the 
Chair  to  have  seen  whether  there  was  a 
legislative  provision  dealing  with  the 
subject,  which  came  from  the  House  of 
Representatives,  dealing  with  a  confi¬ 
dential  fund.  Then,  if  the  Chair  found 
that  the  House  of  Representatives  had 
placed  a  provision  in  the  bill  dealing 
with  surplus  agricultural  products - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
pounds  the  desk  and  repeatedly  asks  the 
Senate  to  be  in  order,  and  the  Chair  ob¬ 
tains  order.  Then,  as  soon  as  a  Senator 
begins  to  speak,  disorder  is  resumed. 
The  Chair  hopes  that  the  Senate  will 
respect  not  only  the  Chair’s  desire  to 
keep  order,  but  will  respect  the  rights  of 
the  speaker  who  has  the  floor,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
saying  that  the  Senate  having  decided 
the  matter  of  relevancy  or  germaneness 
in  the  affirmative,  then  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  when  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  made  the  point  of  order  that  the 
subject  in  question  was  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill,  the  rule  contemplates 
that  the  Chair  will  look  at  the  subject 
matter  in  question  to  see  if  there  is  a 
provision  of  a  legislative  character  on 
that  subject  in  the  bill  coming  over  from 
the  House  of  Representatives.  If  the 
Chair  should  find  that  there  is,  then  the 
Chair  should  hold,  conformably  to  our 
precedents,  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
it  was  legislation,  nevertheless,  there  was 
in  the  bill  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  a  basis  for  legislation  on  this  sub¬ 
ject,  the  Senate  had  adjudicated  that  it 
was  germane,  and  therefore  the  point  of 
order  would  be  overruled. 

If  that  is  what  the  Chair  wishes  to 
hold,  I  think  we  would  come  out'  prob¬ 
ably  at  the  same  place,  but  only  if  the 
Chair  holds  that  the  action  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  legislating  on  confi¬ 
dential  funds  makes  the  Senate  able  to 
put  in  legislation  on  any  subject  without 
its  being  liable  to  a  point  of  order. 

I  do  not  believe  the  Chair  really  in¬ 
tends  to  hold  that  the  House  can  put 
a  legislative  provision  in  a  bill  dealing 
with  any  subject  and  that  that  opens 
the  door  completely  to  the  Senate  to  deal 
legislatively  with  any  other  subject. 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PEPPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  ask  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  whether,  if  $200,000  of  the  $500,000, 
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to  which  the  Senator  refers,  as  placed  in 
a  confidential  fund  by  legislation,  came 
over  in  the  House  bill,  it  does  not  come 
out  of  the  appropriation  with  which  we 
are  dealing. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Certainly;  everything 
comes  out  of  the  appropriation. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Very  well.  If  the 
House  can  legislate  to  take  a  partof  that 
appropriation  and  apply  it  for  one  pur¬ 
pose,  cannot  the  Senate  amend  it  to 
make  a  part  of  it  apply  to  another  pur¬ 
pose,  and  would  not  that  be  legislation 
on  legislation  that  came  over  from  the 
House,  and  therefore  germane? 

Mr.  PEPPER.  The  House  did  not  leg¬ 
islate  on  the  subject  on  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  calls  on  us  to  legislate — that  is,  agri¬ 
cultural  surpluses.  The  House  legislated 
on  confidential  funds  for  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  use,  and  I  say  to  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  that  I  do  not  see  how  he  can  take 
that  subject,  on  which  the  House  was 
legislating,  and  claim  that  that  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  subject  we  are  dealing  with 
when  they  are  entirely  unrelated. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  just  a  word  on  this  matter. 
I  am  supporting  the  view  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  and  I  apologize  to  the  Chair 
for  not  supporting  his  view. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  does  not  have  to  apologize  to  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  always  like  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Chair  when  possible. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
has  decided  the  question  as  the  rules 
are  laid  down,  and  as  they  have  been 
interpreted  from  time  to  time  as  shown 
by  the  precedents.  Every  Senator  has 
a  perfect  right  to  disagree  with  the 
Chair  and  to  vote  to  overrule  him. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Certainly;  I  agree 
with  the  Chair — in  that  particular. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  President,  when  I  was  a  young 
country  lawyer - 

Mr.  WILEY.  How  long  ago? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  Senator 
cannot  interrupt  another  without  ris¬ 
ing  to  his  feet. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Not  so  long  ago  as 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin.  When  I 
was  a  young  country  lawyer  frequently 
we  would  be  discussing  decisions,  and 
an  older  lawyer  would  say,  “Have  you 
looked  at  the  statute?  Have  you  gone 
back  and  looked  at  the  statute  instead 
of  theorizing  about  so  and  so,  and  so 
and  so?” 

Mr.  President,  I  think  this  is  a  good 
time  for  us  to  look  at  the  statute  a 
moment.  I  read  from  subdivision  4  of 
rule  XVI: 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general 
legislation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill. 

What  does  that  mean?  It  does  not 
say,  “No  amendment  unless  it  is  ger¬ 
mane  shall  be  received.”  It  does  not  say 
“No  amendment  written  in  longhand 
shall  be  received,”  or  “No  amendment 
written  on  a  typewriter  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived,”  or  that  “No  long  amendment 
shall  be  received.”  It  says,  “No  amend¬ 
ment  which  proposes  general  legislation 
shall  be  received  to  any  general  appro¬ 


priation  bill.”  That  is  pretty  plain  lan¬ 
guage.  It  says  that  no  amendment, 
none,  no  kind  of  an  amendment.  Then 
it  proceeds.  If  the  rule  were  going  to 
stop  there,  that  would  be  one  thing.  But 
something  is  added: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  not  germane 
or  relevant  to  the  subject  matter  contained 
in  the  bill  be  received. 

That  is  wholly  a  different  matter. 
That  relates  to  the  bill.  If  one  offers 
an  amendment,  under  subdivision  4 
it  has  to  be  germane,  under  this  pro¬ 
nouncement  of  the  rule.  When  we  vote 
on  whether  an  amendment  is  germane, 
we  are  voting  under  that  angle  of  the 
rule,  not  as  to  whether  it  is  legislation, 
but  whether  it  is  germane.  It  is  proper 
for  the  Chair  to  submit  the  question, 
and  it  is  for  the  Senate  to  decide  whether 
it  is  germane.  But  it  does  not  decide 
whether  or  not  it  is  legislation. 

Nor — 

Here  is  another  “nor,”  meaning  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  and  different  from  the  subject 
which  went  before,  because  it  says  “nor.” 
It  does  not  say  “and.” 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  to  any  item  or 
clause  of  such  bill  be  received  which  does  not 
directly  relate  thereto. 

Mr.  President,  in  all  frankness,  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  are  two  angles  to 
this  matter.  First— and  it  is  put  first  in 
the  rule — the  primary  objective  of  that 
provision  is  to  take  care  of  legislation. 
First,  is  it  legislation?  Yes.  Well,  then  it 
is  out.  That  is  what  the  rule  says,  “No 
amendment.” 

Of  course,  some  of  the  rulings  and  de¬ 
cisions  may  have  had  some  modifying 
effect  on  that;  but  I  am  going  back  to  the 
rule,  I  am  going  back  to  the  statute,  I 
am  going  back  to  Blackstone. 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general 
legislation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill. 

That  is  for  the  Chair  to  decide.  It 
says  further: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  not  germane  or 
relevant  to  the  subject  matter  contained  in 
the  bill  be  received. 

It  may  not  violate  the  first  section  of 
the  rule,  but  if  it  does  not,  it  still  has  to 
be  germane  to  the  language  to  which  it  is 
offered,  and  that  is  what  we  voted  on,  as 
to  whether  it  was  germane  or  not. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  the  ap¬ 
peal  is  in  the  interest  of  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  this  rule.  If  a  bare  majority  of 
the  Senate  can  declare  something  ger¬ 
mane  and  therefore  make  it  in  order 
when  the  rule  says  it  is  not  in  order,  we 
turn  the  Senate  over  to  the  whim,  the 
caprice,  the  momentary  passion,  and  the 
momentary  prejudice  of  its  Members, 
instead  of  holding  on  to  the  rules  and  the 
regulations  as  the  Senate  has  known 
them  over  the  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  great  diffidence  that  I  advance  one 
thought  which  it  seems  to  me  has  not 
been  brought  into  the  debate.  I  do  so 
with  the  utmost  of  respect  for  the  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer,  for  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia,  and  for  others  who 
have  expressed  a  contrary  view. 


It  seems  to  me  it  is  wholly  clear  from 
reading  the  rule  that  there  are  two 
separate  questions,  the  one  of  germane¬ 
ness  “to  the  subject  matter  contained  in 
the  bill,”  and  the  other  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  “general  legislation 
shall  be  received”  to  an  appropriation 
measure. 

Mr.  President,  the  sole  point  I  wanted 
to  make  is  that  there  is  no  identity  or 
sameness  at  all  between  the  question  of 
whether  the  proposed  amendment  in¬ 
cludes  new  legislation  and  the  question 
of  whether  it  is  germane.  The  fact  that 
those  two  questions  are  entirely  different 
may  be  shown  with  complete  conclusive¬ 
ness  when  it  is  remembered  that  the 
amendment  might  have  dealt  with  an 
appropriation  which  had  already  been 
authorized  but  which  was  not  at  all  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  subject  matter  of  the 
bill,  in  this  case  the  appropriation  bill 
for  ECA. 

Suppose  the  amendment  had  suggested 
the  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  an  authorized  project  of  recla¬ 
mation  in  the  West;  or  an  authorized 
project  dealing  with  the  Panama  Canal; 
or  a  project,  already  authorized,  for  the 
building  of  a  new  Federal  building  at 
some  place  in  this  Nation,  having  no  re¬ 
lation  at  all  to  the  ECA.  It  could  not  be 
suggested  that  new  legislation  was  pro¬ 
posed,  because  it  would  not  be  new  leg¬ 
islation.  The  project  would  have  been 
authorized  already,  wholly  subject  to  ap¬ 
propriation  at  the  proper  time,  but  never¬ 
theless  it  would  not  have  been  germane 
to  the  subject  matter  of  the  bill  then 
under  consideration.  How  could  it  be 
said,  by  the  most  extreme  stretch  of  the 
imagination,  that  the  fact  that  the 
Senate  would  have  ruled  in  such  a  case 
that  that  measure  was  germane,  even  if 
it  were  not  at  all,  could  have  been  the 
same  in  any  sense  as  a  ruling  that  it  was 
or  was  not  proposed  new  legislation? 

Mr.  President,  the  two  questions  are 
entirely  separate  and  distinct,  and  I  sup¬ 
port  entirely  the  position  taken  by  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper],  by  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally],  by 
the  majority  leader,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  and  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft].  I  think 
we  would  get  into  a  very  difficult  and 
dangerous  position,  from  which  we 
would  have  tremendous  difficulty  in  ex¬ 
tricating  the  Senate  in  the  future,  if  we 
should  hold  that  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  was  the  same  question  as 
whether  or  not  new  legislation  was  pre¬ 
sented. 

Mr.  President,  they  are  two  separate 
and  entirely  distinct  issues,  and  a  ruling 
on  the  one  does  not  in  any  way  involve  a 
ruling  or  expression  upon  the  other. 

Before  closing,  I  want  to  say  that  I 
fully  and  completely  support  the  position 
of  my  distinguished  colleague  to  the 
effect  that  the  question  of  germaneness 
is  addressed,  by  a  provision  of  the  rule, 
to  the  discretion  of  the  membership  of 
the  Senate,  and  the  other  one  involves  a 
complete  exclusion  of  a  certain  field  from 
proper  legislation,  subject  only  to  the 
ruling  of  the  Presiding  Officer,  and  sub- 
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ject,  of  course,  to  the  rule  that  the  Senate 
can  waive  its  rules  by  a  two-thirds  vote 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  Senator,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PULBRIGHT.  With  regard  to  the 
point  made  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that  it  is  no  defense  on  our  part  to  say 
that  we  will  be  dominated  by  the  House, 
is  not  the  answer  to  that  that  we  can 
strike  anything  the  House  puts  in  any 
bills?  We  do  not  have  to  accept  what 
the  House  puts  into  bills.  It  is  not 
necessary,  is  it,  that  we  accept  without 
an  amendment  anything  the  House  puts 
into  a  bill?  We  are  always  at  liberty  to 
strike  anything  the  House  puts  into  a  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is,  of 
course,  correct.  By  simple  amendment, 
voted  by  a  majority  of  the  membership 
in  attendance  at  any  time  such  a  matter 
can  be  stricken  from  the  bill.  But  it  is 
sought,  by  the  ruling  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Presiding  Officer — and  I  say  this 
with  all  respect  to  him — to  hold  a  mon¬ 
strous  thing,  namely,  that  the  question 
of  germaneness  is  the  same  question  as 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  general 
legislation  is  proposed.  The  two  things 
are  as  different  as  black  is  from  white. 
They  have  no  identity  or  sameness  what¬ 
ever. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Florida  how  he  interprets 
the  provision  respecting  germaneness.  I 
have  not  heard  it  argued  that  this 
amendment  was  germane  to  any  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  bill.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  House  adopts  legislation.  The 
Senate  only  has  the  right  to  amend  and 
change  that  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  insofar  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane  to  legislation  inserted 
by  the  House.  That  would  be  my  im¬ 
pression.  In  this  case  the  House  in¬ 
serted  certain  general  legislation.  The 
Senate  committee  inserted  other  general 
legislation  which  had  no  relationship 
whatsoever  to  the  House  legislation. 
Now  where  is  the  germaneness  between 
those  two? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  would  simply  say  that 
his  understanding  is  that  the  question 
of  germaneness  is  limited  by  the  words 
in  the  rule  “germane  or  relevant  to  the 
subject  matter  contained  in  the  bill." 
That  would  mean  the  subject  matter 
contained  in  the  bill  as  it  reaches  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  LONG.  Does  the  Senator  see  any 
subject  matter  in  this  bill  that  contains 
any  germaneness  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senate  committee? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  a  question 
which  has  been  decided  by  the  majority 
of  the  Senate,  and  differently  from  the 
way  the  junior  Senator  from  Florida 
would  decide  it. 

The  point  I  make,  which  is  completely 
fundamental  to  the  debate  now  taking 
place,  which  we  must  recognize  if  we  are 
to  give  force  and  effect  to  the  words  and 
ideas  in  the  rule,  is  that  germaneness  is 
not  the  same  thing  at  all  as  the  question 


of  whether  or  not  new  general  legisla¬ 
tion  is  involved.  They  are  two  separate 
items,  two  separate  and  distinct  ob¬ 
jectives,  dealt  with  in  a  separate  and 
distinct  way  under  the  rule,  and  we 
would,  I  think,  creep  into  fundamental 
error  which  would  be  most  mischievous 
in  the  future,  if  we  should  hold  that  the 
mere  voting  that  a  proposed  amendment 
was  germane  would  mean  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  was  then  and  thereby  excluding  it¬ 
self  from  consideration  of  the  other 
question,  and  depriving  its  presiding  offi¬ 
cer  of  jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  a  man¬ 
datory  requirement  of  a  rule  which  in 
the  interests  of  sound  legislation  pro¬ 
vides  that  no  new  legislation  can  be  en¬ 
grafted  upon  an  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  made  the  point,  as  did 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  that  if  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  was  not  sustained 
we  would  put  ourselves  in  a  position 
where  we  would  be  helpless  to  consider 
or  to  change  House  legislation  which  was 
put  in  an  appropriation  bill  contrary  to 
the  House  rules,  with  which  I  am  fami¬ 
liar.  Is  not  the  fact  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  before  us,  and  was  not  knocked 
out  by  the  House,  probably  the  best  rea¬ 
son  not  to  have  such  a  ruling  as  sug¬ 
gested  here  today?  Otherwise  the  House 
will  legislate  contrary  to  its  rules,  and 
we,  in  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
will  legislate  contrary  to  our  historic 
rules,  and  so  the  two  committees  will 
become  two  legislative  committees. 

I  express  this  point :  Why  is  it  not  the 
duty  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  instead  of  trying  to  sustain  such 
a  rule,  to  protect  themselves  against 
House  legislation  that  is  contrary  to 
House  rules,  long  standing  House  rules? 
Why  do  they  not  knock  out  legislation 
which  the  House  sends  to  the  Senate  on 
an  appropriation  bill,  which  is  contrary 
to  the  rules  of  both  Houses,  that  can 
be  done  in  committee? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  are  posed  as  a  question  I  would 
simply  say  that  I  think  the  complete 
answer  is  that  the  Senate  has  the  power 
at  any  time  during  the  consideration  on 
the  floor - 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Or  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  On  bills  coming  from 
the  House,  or  any  other  bill,  to  strike 
out  words  in  a  bill  which  it  does  not  wish 
to  have  remain  in  the  bill,  whether  it 
thinks  that  those  words  were  placed  in 
it  in  violation  of  the  rule,  or  whether 
those  words  simply  do  not  comport  with 
the  thinking  of  the  majority  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  Senate  has  the  complete  right, 
of  course,  to  change  the  phraseology  of 
the  bill  during  the  course  of  its  con¬ 
sideration. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  speak 
with  some  trepidation  after  the  argu¬ 
ments  made  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  and  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida.  I  would  not  speak  on  this  occasion 
were  it  not  for  the  precedents  involved 
in  this  matter  and  my  familiarity  with 
them. 


This  is  no  new  question  in  the  Senate, 
Mr.  President.  It  has  been  before  this 
body  on  numerous  other  occasions.  I 
happen  to  recall  that  in  1943  there  was 
pending  before  the  Senate  the  agricul¬ 
tural  appropriation  bill.  As  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agricul¬ 
tural  Appropriations,  I  was  entrusted 
with  the  responsibility  of  handling  that 
bill  on  the  floor.  I  have  just  glanced 
briefly  through  the  Record  of  the  debate 
which  then  took  place  and  of  the  points 
of  order  which  were  made  at  that  time, 
and  the  parallel  between  the  two  cases 
is  very  striking.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft]  has  not  changed  his  mind. 
He  made  exactly  the  same  argument  in 
1943  that  he  has  made  upon  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  today  with  respect  to  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  Senate  on  that  occasion  sustained 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  by  a  vote  of  54 
to  23,  after  discussion  of  the  rules  which 
covered  one  whole  day’s  time. 

Mr.  President,  with  all  due  deference 
to  those  who  have  spoken  on  subdivision 
4  of  rule  XVI,  it  very  clearly  covers  two 
separate  and  distinct  situations.  The 
first  sentence  of  the  rule,  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  emphasized  so  elo¬ 
quently,  and  with  such  force,  provides 
that  “no  amendment  which  proposes 
general  legislation  shall  be  received  to 
any  general  appropriation  bill.”  That 
language  is  tied  in  with  the  argument 
that  was  made  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  about  the  two-thirds  rule.  If  a  gen¬ 
eral  appropriation  bill  comes  before  this 
body  with  no  legislation  in  it,  any  amend¬ 
ment  offered  that  contains  any  legisla¬ 
tion  falls  under  the  inhibitions  of  the 
first  sentence  of  subdivision  4  of  rule 
XVI.  It  is  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
The  Chair  would  sustain  it. 

The  only  way  the  Senate  can  possibly 
consider  it  is  on  a  motion  to  suspend  the 
rule,  which  requires  a  two-thirds  vote, 
that  is,  if  legislative  matters  are  offered 
de  novo  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States.  But  if  legislation  be  found  in 
the  bill  which  comes  to  the  Senate  from 
the  House  of  Representatives,  the  first 
line  of  the  rule,  relating  to  general  legis¬ 
lation  and  making  it  subject  to  a  ruling 
of  the  Chair  which  would  strike  it  down, 
and  therefore  require  the  operation  of 
the  two-thirds  rule,  does  not  apply.  If 
there  is  legislation  in  the  bill  as  it  comes 
from  the  House,  then  the  sole  question 
that  confronts  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  when  an  effort  is  made  to  amend 
the  House  provision,  is,  first:  “Has  the 
House  legislated  in  this  bill?”  Second: 
“Is  the  amendment  which  is  offered  in 
the  Senate  germane  to  the  House  legis¬ 
lative  provision?” 

Mr.  President,  no  one  would  contend 
that  the  House  has  not  legislated  in 
this  bill,  not  merely  in  small  degree;  but 
the  House  of  Representatives  sent  this 
bill  to  the  Senate  shot  through  and 
through  with  legislative  provisions.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  greater  part  of  the 
bill  is  purely  legislative.  It  comes  to  us 
in  that  condition. 

Now  what  are  the  Senate’s  rights  in 
the  matter?  Can  we  not  even  offer  any 
legislative  amendment  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  the  very 
point  that  interests  me.  Does  not  the 
Senate  have  the  right  to  strike  all  the 
language  of  the  bill  as  it  comes  from 
the  House? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Can  we  not  strike 
the  whole  bill  and  rewrite  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  we  can. 
If  the  Senate  merely  wishes  to  say,  “We 
are  going  to  content  ourselves  with  tak¬ 
ing  out  legislative  provisions  that  the 
House  has  put  in,”  we  could  do  it.  The 
committee  could  do  it  if  sustained  by 
the  Senate.  But  sometimes  it  is  highly 
desirable  to  have  some  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  and  it  happens  in  this 
case  that  some  of  these  provisions  are 
of  tremendous  importance  to  the  ECA. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  were  they 
not  placed  in  legislation  which  was  re¬ 
cently  considered  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  cannot  answer  that 
question. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  purpose  of 
the  rule  is  to  have  legislation  placed  in 
a  legislative  bill,  rather  than  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes,  but  without  leg¬ 
islation  in  this  bill  the  ECA  would  be 
terribly  handicapped.  The  House  went 
so  far  as  to  legislate  and  say  that  the 
whole  $3,568,000,000  could  be  spent  over 
a  period  of  ten  and  a  half  months.  It 
is  purely  legislation.  It  repeals  laws 
that  require  the  appropriations  to  be 
apportioned  over  a  period  of  12  months. 
It  says  the  funds  can  be  spent  in  ten 
months. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  is  correct,  it  seems  to  me  we 
might  as  well  eliminate  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  and  set  aside  all  that 
it  has  reported  to  us. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  does  not  take 
anything  I  have  said  as  a  reflection  on 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee.  If 
there  is  any  reflection  on  that  commit¬ 
tee,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  makes 
it  himself,  because  he  is  saying  that  these 
things  should  have  been  provided  for  in 
the  authorization  for  the  ECA. 

I  am  saying  that  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Administration,  after  examining 
all  the  administrative  provisions  enacted 
for  its  guidance,  found  they  were  insuffi¬ 
cient,  and  went  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  requested  these  legisla¬ 
tive  provisions,  and  the  House  placed 
them  in  the  bill.  Whether  they  should 
have  been  handled  by  some  committee 
other  than  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  shall  not  undertake  to  discuss. 
But  they  now  are  before  us  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Of  course,  I  do  not 
wish  to  cast  any  reflection  upon  either 
committee.  However,  the  logical  result 
of  the  argument  that  there  is  no  limit 
upon  this  power  is  certainly  that  it  does 
away  with  the  necessity  for  any  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  in  this  connection. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
be  the  last  to  argue  that  there  is  no 
limit  on  the  power.  Without  a  rule  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  a  point  of 
order  would  have  stripped  the  bill  of  all 
these  provisions. 


I  am  not  too  familiar  with  the  rules 
and  practices  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  but  I  understand  that  if  the 
House  Committee  on  Rules  gives  a  rule 
that  is  not  subject  to  points  of  order, 
then  a  point  of  order  cannot  be  made. 
Undoubtedly  that  was  done  in  this  case. 

But  whatever  the  reasons,  the  bill 
comes  before  the  Senate  with  these  leg¬ 
islative  provisions.  They  were  not 
stricken  out  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  a  point  of  order;  and  after  they 
have  passed  the  House,  I  do  not  believe 
a  point  of  order  can  be  raised  against 
them  in  the  Senate,  because  this  matter 
comes  to  us  from  the  other  body,  and 
we  undertake  to  respect  the  rights  of  the 
other  body. 

So,  whether  they  are  for  good  or  for 
evil,  the  legislative  provisions  are  here. 
They  were  inserted  by  the  House. 

As  I  have  understood  the  matter,  we 
have  only  two  things  to  decide.  The 
first  is  whether  these  provisions  are  leg¬ 
islation.  The  other  is  whether  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  is  germane  to  the  legislative 
provisions  which  came  to  us  in  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House.  That  matter 
might  be  debated. 

I  do  not  like  again  to  undertake  to 
canvass  this  entire  subject  and  to  show 
where  these  provisions  are  germane, 
after  the  Senate  by  vote  has  already  de¬ 
termined  that  they  are  germane.  I 
thought  they  were  germane,  and  for  that 
reason  I  supported  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yej»  if  the  Senator 
will  indulge  me  for  a  moment  further. 

In  supporting  the  proposition  that  the 
amendment  is  germane,  no  Senator  is 
committed  to  vote  for  the  amendment. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  who  voted  that  the  amendment 
was  germane,  suggests  that  he  will  op¬ 
pose  the  amendment,  and  I  am  glad  to 
state  that  he  opposed  it  most  vigorously 
in  the  committee. 

Now  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  since  I 
think  the  Senate  has  taken  a  very  bad 
step  in  ruling  that  this  amendment  is 
germane,  will  the  Senator  tell  me  in 
what- way  he  considers  it  germane? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do 
so.  I  think  the  Senate  should  have 
some  leeway  in  determining  the  ger¬ 
maneness  of  matters  sent  to  it  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  According  to  the  House 
provision,  $3,568,470,000  can  be  ex¬ 
changed  by  the  Administrator,  without 
regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  to  pay  out  of  these  funds  any 
losses  incurred  by  the  exchange.  There 
is  no  legislative  restriction  on  it.  That 
is  a  legislative  matter  relating  to  the  en¬ 
tire  appropriation.  It  gives  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  new  powers,  by  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  powers  that  are  not 
mentioned  in  the  authorization  bill  for 
the  ECA. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Or  anywhere  else. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  neither  in  the 
ECA  law  or  in  any  other  law.  But  inso¬ 
far  as  this  act  is  concerned,  it  specifically 
repeals  any  other  law,  and  of  course  that 
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makes  it  legislation,  entirely  apart  from 
the  funds  covered  by  this  bill.  • 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  shall  not  make  an 
argument  about  the  amendment  and  the 
rule  as  applied  to  the  amendment,  inas¬ 
much  as  very  many  wise  men,  Members 
of  the  Senate,  have  spoken  about  this 
matter.  However,  I  have  been  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  suggestion  that  this 
would  confer  an  enormous  and  very  dan¬ 
gerous  power  on  the  Senate  because  the 
Senate  might  determine  the  matter  in 
almost  any  way  it  chose,  and  then  Gov¬ 
ernment  might  be  in  pandemonium. 

In  this  connection,  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
peat  some  words  of  the  late  Senator 
Walsh,  of  Montana,  whom  I  am  sure  all 
of  us  respect  and  honor.  With  regard 
to  the  question  of  legislation,  he  said: 

If  a  power  is  to  be  denied  because  it  may 
be  abused,  government  must  cease. 

It  seems  to  me  that  has  a  certain  rele¬ 
vancy  here,  when  it  is  charged  that  if 
this  power  is  lodged  in  the  Senate,  the 
power  may  be  abused.  Obviously  the 
power  must  be  lodged  in  men,  and  ob¬ 
viously  men  may  abuse  the  powers  given 
them.  But  if  for  that  reason  the  power 
is  to  be  denied,  then  government  must 
cease. 

It  seems  to  me  we  must  consider  that 
point  when  we  determine  whether  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  ruling  made  by  the  Chair  and 
when  we  consider  the  question  of 
whether  this  power  should  be  lodged  in 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Maine  for  his 
contribution. 

The  other  provision  of  this  bill  which 
writes  entirely  new  legislation,  which 
undertakes  to  earmark  a  part  of  the  spe¬ 
cific  appropriation  to  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  relates,  is  the  House 
provision  setting  up  $500,000  of  this 
fund  for — 

Expenditures  of  a  confidential  character 
*  *  *  under  the  direction  of  the  Admin¬ 

istrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who 
shall  make  a  certificate  of  the  amount  of 
such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  ad¬ 
visable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  cer¬ 
tificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher 
for  the  amount  therein  specified. 

Mr.  President,  every  line  and  every 
word  I  have  just  read  is  legislation.  It 
is  not  to  be  found  in  the  original  ECA 
Act.  It  takes  from  this  same  fund  $500,- 
000  and  earmarks  it  for  a  specific  pur¬ 
pose,  and  it  does  so  by  means  of  bald 
legislation. 

I  think  it  could  be  argued  with  great 
force  that  the  amendment  proposed  in 
the  committee  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  is  not  legislation  because  it  is 
a  limitation  upon  an  appropriation  in 
a  very  strong  sense  of  the  word.  In 
debating  the  question  of  the  propriety 
of  the  Chair’s  ruling,  I  do  not  wish  to 
be  put  into  the  position  of  conceding 
that  the  amendment  is  legislation  in  the 
first  instance,  because  it  merely  limits  a 
part  of  the  funds  provided  under  the 
budget  estimates.  I  do  not  think  it  was 
legislation  in  the  first  instance;  but,  of 
course,  for  the  purpose  cf  this  argument 
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and  this  debate,  I  have  to  concede  the 
point  the  Senator  has  made,  namely, 
that  it  is  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said,  this  rule 
relates  to  several  entirely  separate  prop¬ 
ositions.  One  of  them  is  where  legisla¬ 
tion  is  offered  de  novo.  The  second  and 
third  lines  on  this  page  relate  to  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  offered  as  legislation, 
and  the  question  is  whether  they  are 
germane. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  see  any  germaneness  between 
the  amendment  the  committee  has  here 
offered  and  the  legislation  which  was 
inserted  in  the  bill  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  understood  the  argument  made 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  who  took  the  position  that  inasmuch 
as  the  House  has  legislated  in  regard  to 
the  $500,000,  which  has  been  earmarked 
for  confidential  purposes,  we  are  con¬ 
fined  in  our  deliberations,  as  a  coequal 
body  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  to  dealing  with  the  same  matter 
which  the  House  wrote  into  the  meas¬ 
ure.  However,  I  shall  never  concede 
that  the  Senate  is  so  circumscribed  in 
its  power. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  it  not  true  that  al¬ 
though  we  are  not  limited,  yet  we  must 
act  within  the  limitations  of  our  own 
rule  which  says  we  must  vote  to  sustain 
a  point  of  order  as  to  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  question  of  germaneness  is 
something  which  every  Senator  must 
pass  upon  for  himself,  subject  to  the  dic¬ 
tates  of  his  own  wisdom  and  his  own 
conscience. 

In  my  judgment,  this  amendment  is 
germane  because  there  are  in  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House  two  legislative  pro¬ 
visions  which  directly  affect  and  control 
the  expenditure  of  this  part  of  the  ap¬ 
propriation.  The  Senate  provision  like¬ 
wise  would  influence  and  control  the 
expenditure  of  this  part. 

If  I  may  continue  for  a  few  moments, 
let  me  say  there  are  some  Members  of 
the  Senate  who  still  recall  the  services 
of  the  former  distinguished  Senator  La 
Follette,  of  Wisconsin.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  a  finer  parliamentarian  than  the 
distinguished  Senator  La  Follette  never 
served  in  this  body. 

When  this  identical  issue  was  previ¬ 
ously  before  the  Senate,  as  appears  on 
page  5546  of  the  Congressional  Record 
of  June  9,  1943,  Senator  La  Follette  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter  at  some  length.  After 
urging  the  Senators  to  dissociate  them¬ 
selves  from  the  mere  merits  of  the 
amendment  involved,  and  to  make  their 
decision  on  the  appeal  from  the  decision 
of  the  Chair  on  the  parliamentary  sit¬ 
uation  which  was  presented  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  he  said: 

The  issue  at  stake  is  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  Senate  shall  maintain  its 
unbroken  precedents  holding  that  it  has  the 
right  to  explore  any  field  of  general  legisla¬ 
tion  which  the  House  of  Representatives  may 
have  entered.  That,  Mr.  President,  is  a  vital 
question;  it  is  a  question  of  great,  extreme 


importance  as  affecting  the  power  of  the 
Senate. 

Senator  La  Follette  argued  the  matter 
at  some  length,  saying  that  where  the 
House  of  Representatives  had  legislated 
the  Senate  had  the  power  to  invade  that 
field.  He  did  not  say  the  Senate  had  to 
work  the  exact  row  thal  was  hoed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  but  he  said 
the  Senate  had  the  power  to  invade  the 
entire  field. 

Mr.  President,  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  has  dealt  with  two  matters  which 
_  vitally  affect  the  expenditure  of  these 
funds;  and  I  insist  that  under  the  rules 
the  Senate  has  a  right  to  deal  with  the 
expenditure  of  the  funds,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  Senate  in  declaring  the 
amendment  to  be  germane  should  be 
adhered  to. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  the  question 
of  the  decision  as  to  the  germaneness  of 
this  amendment  to  legislation  already  in 
the  bill  places  the  distinguished  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  in  a  position  where 
the  only  ruling  he  could  possibly  make, 
as  he  has  properly  done,  was  to  the  effect 
that  the  question  of  whether  it  is  legis¬ 
lation  has  now  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

The  question  was  never  raised,  or  was 
never  seriously  argued,  that  the  House 
did  not  legislate  in  the  bill.  That  is  gen¬ 
erally  conceded.  That  led  to  one  issue 
in  regard  to  the  amendment,  as  to 
whether  it  was  germane.  I  may  say  to 
the  distinguished  Vice  President,  it  so 
happens  that  in  1943  almost  the  same 
issue  arose  as  to  whether  the  proponents 
of  an  amendment  could  insist  that  it  was 
germane  to  a  provision  of  the  House 
bill,  and  the  parliamentary  rulings  and 
the  discussion  of  the  subject  cover  some 
40  or  50  pages  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord. 

We  should,  Mr.  President,  as  was  said 
by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  on  that 
occasion,  forget  our  personal  prejudices 
and  vote  in  conformity  with  the  prece¬ 
dents  of  the  Senate,  and  to  vote  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  right  of  the  Senate — as  a  coequal 
body  in  our  scheme  of  Government  to 
deal  with  these  matters  to  the  same  de¬ 
gree  the  House  has  dealt  with  them. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  it  occurs 
to  me,  so  far  as  the  Senate  being  a  co¬ 
equal  body  with  the  House  is  concerned, 
we  can  simply  change  our  method  as  to 
how  we  shall  handle  appropriation  bills 
and  have  no  limitation  so  far  as  the  two- 
thirds  requirement  is  concerned.  We 
have  that  right,  but  we  have  not  chosen 
to  exercise  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  the  two- 
thirds  rule  was  never  intended  to  apply 
to  conditions  as  they  are  today.  The 
two-thirds  rule  was  written  specifically 
to  permit  the  Senate,  if  it  wished,  in 
derogation  of  itg  own  rules,  to  insert  leg¬ 
islation  in  a  general  appropriation  bill. 
It  has  no  relation  whatever  to  such  a 
situation  as  confronts  the  Senate  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  President,  some  Members  have 
spoken  somewhat  disparagingly  of  the 
efforts  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  I  have  been  a  member  of  that 
committee  for  something  like  16  years. 
I  have  found  that  when  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  agrees  with  a  Senator, 
it  is  a  very  fine  committee.  If  it  hap¬ 


pens  to  take  any  action  contrary  to  the 
views  of  the  individual  Senator,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  most  likely  to  be  roundly  abused 
for  arrogating  to  itself  such  broad  power. 
The  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  is 
said  to  be  undertaking  to  set  the  policy 
of  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
in  case  where  the  action  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  happens  to  be  contrary  to  the 
opinion  of  the  individual  Senator.  But 
I  merely  want  to  point  out,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  is  a  creature  of  the  Senate, 
just  as  is  every  other  committee  of  this 
body.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  can  write  no  law.  It  cannot  even 
appropriate  any  funds.  It  comes  back 
to  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and 
every  action  taken  by  the  committee  must 
be  reviewed  on  the  floor  of  this  body.  As 
to  whether  the  committee  has  acted 
wrongly  or  rightly  is  a  question  to  be 
worked  out  under  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  just  as  the  action  of  any  other  com¬ 
mittee  is  to  be  reviewed  by  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States. 

True,  indeed,  there  are  special  rules 
that  apply  to  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  rules  which  limit  and  restrict 
the  committee  much  more  than  in  the 
case  of  any  other  committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  properly  so,  because  standing 
committees  should  preserve  their  powers 
and  prerogatives.  After  all,  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  can  do  noth¬ 
ing  without  the  approval  of  a  majority  of 
the  Members  of  this  body. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment  at  that 
point? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  what  the  Senator  is  saying.  Un¬ 
fortunately  I  have  been  called  out  of  the 
Chamber  once  or  twice.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  Senator  makes  a  very  decided 
distinction  between  legislation  de  novo 
in  the  Senate  side  of  the  Capitol,  and  a 
situation  in  which  we  have  legislation 
coming  from  the  House. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No,  Mr.  President;  I 
only  emphasize  the  distinction.  The  dis¬ 
tinction  has  been  made  in  the  Senate 
since  its  earliest  days,  since  the  infancy 
of  the  Republic,  and  I  doubt  not  that  the 
Parliamentarian  of  the  Senate  could 
show  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  innumerable  cases  which  con¬ 
firm  every  word  I  said,  that  rule  XVI 
applies  to  two  propositions,  and  applies 
to  them  separately.  It  applies  in  one 
instance  to  legislation  de  novo  and  in 
another  to  amendments  which  are  offered 
to  legislative  provisions  coming  from  the 
House. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  the  point  I 
want  to  make.  Of  course  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  can  see  that  point  clearly, 
and  he  makes  a  strong  argument.  But 
the  Senator  does  have  an  unbroken  line 
of  precedents  sustaining  his  position, 
does  he  not? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  I  read  the  language  of  Sen¬ 
ator  La  Follette  for  the  purpose  of  em¬ 
phasis,  and  I  point  out  that  on  the  same 
occasion,  June  9,  1943,  the  Senate  made 
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identically  the  same  exception,  distin¬ 
guishing  between  an  amendment  to  a 
legislative  provision  in  a  House  bill,  and 
a  general  legislative  proposition.  It  is 
very  clear. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
now  to  address  myself  very  briefly  to  an¬ 
other  suggestion  which  has  been  made 
here.  Senators  have  said  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  sets  a  terrible  precedent,  and 
they  look  over  to  those  of  us  who  happen 
to  hail  from  the  southern  part  of  the 
United  States,  who  are  opposed  to  some 
of  the  so-called  civil-rights  legislation. 
They  intimate  that  it  will  be  used  as  a 
precedent  to  pass  all  the  civil-rights  leg¬ 
islation  on  appropriation  bills.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  intend  to  express  my  views  as  a 
Senator.  I  feel  impelled  to  do  so  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  consequences,  and  I  do 
not  yield  very  readily  to  such  implied 
threats  as  are  carried  in  that  suggestion. 
Of  course  the  majority  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  in  the  last  analysis 
can  do  whatever  it  wants  to  do.  If  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  were  so  corrupt,  so 
devoid  of  any  sense  of  honor  or  any  in¬ 
stinct  of  patriotism  as  to  desire  to  do  so, 
they  could  fraudulently  change  the  rec¬ 
ords  of  the  Senate  and  make  it  appear 
that  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  had  been  submitted 
to  the  States  without  the  required  two- 
thirds  vote.  Why  undertake  to  frighten 
people  with  that  argument,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent?  If  the  Chair  ruled  that  a  measure 
of  the  character  referred  to  was  legisla¬ 
tion  and  should  not  be  received  as  an  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  appropriation  bill,  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  this  body  of  course,  if  it  were  so 
devoid  of  conscience  or  reason  or  of  pi'in- 
ciple  or  of  the  instincts  of  manhood,  could 
override  the  decision  of  the  Chair  and  by 
a  simple  majority  could  append  such  leg¬ 
islation  to  a  general  appropriation  bill 
or  to  any  other  bill.  There  is  no  rule  of 
germaneness  that  affects  other  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  so  amendments  could  be  offered 
to  them  without  even  raising  the  point, 
if  Senators  saw  fit  to  stoop  to  such  depths 
as  that,  to  take  such  unconscionable  ac¬ 
tion  as  that,  and  to  be  guilty  of  conduct 
that  would  be  so  unworthy  of  one  priv¬ 
ileged  to  sit  as  a  Senator  in  this  Hall. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  view,  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  was  eminently  correct,  and 
if  the  Senate  sees  fit  to  overrule  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Chair,  it  is  reversing  all  the 
precedents  of  this  body  since  the  time  of 
the  writing  of  the  Manual  by  Thomas 
Jefferson.  There  has  always  been  a  dis¬ 
tinction  between  legislation  offered  in 
the  first  instance  to  an  appropriation 
bill  and  legislation  offered  to  amend 
legislation  that  is  already  contained  in  a 
House  bill. 

Of  course,  we  have  no  rule  of  relevancy 
as  to  legislative  measures  that  are  re¬ 
ported  by  other  committees.  The  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Chair  should  be  sustained. 
If  I  were  to  venture  into  the  realm  of 
fancy  I  could  imagine  the  Chair  disliked 
very  much  to  make  the  ruling  he  made, 
because  he  indicated  by  some  of  his 
gestures  and  by  his  words  and  by  little 
mannerisms,  which  is  about  as  far  as  the 
Vice  President  can  go  in  expressing  his 
opinion,  that  he  would  have  liked  very 


much  to  be  rid  of  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment.  But  he  has  done  his  duty  as  he 
saw  it.  He  has  made  this  ruling,  based 
upon  parliamentary  law  and  the  prec¬ 
edents  of  the  Senate.  Without  regard 
to  our  views  on  the  instant  amendment, 
or  its  merits,  as  a  parliamentary  matter, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Senate  to  sustain 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
this  matter  were  not  so  important  to  the 
Senate,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan,  he  would  not  rise  to 
address  the  Senate.  But  the  precedents 
of  the  Senate  are  important.  I  have  said 
on  this  floor  before  that  the  Senate  can 
deliberately  set  aside  its  precedents  if 
it  desires  to  do  so.  That  is  the  province 
of  the  Senate,  and  I  think  it  is  well  that 
it  is  so.  But  I  believe  we  ought  to  weigh 
well  what  we  are  doing. 

I  have  great  difficulty  in  following  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair,  based  on  the  words 
of  the  fourth  paragraph  of  rule  XVI, 
that  the  vote  on  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  settled  the  question  of  the 
amendment  being  general  legislation. 
In  my  opinion  a  reading  of  paragraph 
four  of  rule  XVI  will  not  sustain  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair.  But  I  made  a  deep¬ 
er  search  to  ascertain  whether  there 
were  some  precedents  which  in  effect 
amended  and  added  to  rule  XVT,  para¬ 
graph  4,  and  I  believe  that  I  find  that 
to  be  the  case.  It  has  been  said  that 
all  amendments  proposing  general  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill  must  have 
a  two-thirds  vote  in  order  to  be  adopted. 
A  reading  of  rule  XVI,  paragraph  4,  dis¬ 
closes  no  such  requirement.  It  is  only 
by  virtue  of  £  precedent,  which  is  read 
into  rule  XVT,  that  a  two-thirds  vote  is 
required. 

There  is  no  mention,  for  instance,  in 
rule  XL,  that  a  two-thirds  vote  is  re¬ 
quired.  It  would  be  well  to  read  the 
rule,  because  these  questions  arise  in  the 
Senate  from  time  to  time: 

Rule  XL.  No  motion  to  suspend,  modify, 
or  amend  any  rule,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall 
be  In  order,  except  on  1  day's  notice  in  writ¬ 
ing,  specifying  precisely  the  rule  or  part 
proposed  to  be  suspended,  modified,  or 
amended,  and  the  purpose  thereof.  Any  rule 
may  be  suspended  without  notice  by  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  clause  1,  rule  XII. 

So  there  is  no  two-thirds  vote  require¬ 
ment  by  virtue  of  rule  XVI.  It  is  only 
by  virtue  of  the  precedents  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  a  two-thirds  vote  is  required  to 
suspend  a  rule.  So  I  take  for  granted 
that  if  we  are  going  to  say  that  the  two- 
thirds  vote  rule  is  involate,  we  should  be 
very  careful  to  see  that  no  other  prece¬ 
dent  of  equal  dignity  and  importance, 
or  which  is  equal  in  age,  should  be  set 
aside.  Why  do  I  say  that?  Because  I 
find  that  in  1936  this  very  question  was 
before  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 
I  think  we  should  go  back  and  see  what 
was  ruled  in  1936.  I  think  we  should 
be  careful  in  the  Senate  to  vote  on  merit 
rather  than  through  emotion.  It  is  not 
how  I  feel  about  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  is 
important.  I  may  feel  that  I  should 
vote  against  it  when  It  comes  up.  I  may 
feel  that  I  would  rather  have  it  so  that 
a  two-thirds  rule  would  be  required  to 
defeat  it,  because  that  would  be  on  the 


side  on  which  I  wanted  to  vote,  and  there¬ 
fore  my  vote  would  be  more  important 
in  defeating  it  under  a  two-thirds  vote 
requirement.  But,  Mr.  President,  we  are 
dealing  here  with  precedents  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  I  say  that  if  we  deliberately  over¬ 
rule  what  the  Chair  had  decided,  we  are 
doing  the  same  thing  we  would  do  if 
we  were  to  overrule  him  when  he  said 
a  two-thirds  vote  was  necessary,  because 
precedents  are  involved  other  than  the 
written  rules  of  the  Senate. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  go  back 
and  see  what  happened  in  1936: 

On  May  29,  1936,  the  Senate  had  under 
consideration  H.  R.  12624,  a  deficiency  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  the  question  was  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  a  reported  amendment  inserting  a 
provision  that  no  Federal  project  should  be 
undertaken  or  prosecuted  with  funds  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  unless  and  until  an  amount 
sufficient  for  its  completion  had  been  allo¬ 
cated  and  set  aside  therefor,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  authorized  to  restore  to  the  Federal 
Administrator  of  Public  Works  out  of  the 
funds  appropriated  in  said  bill  any  sums 
which  were,  by  order -of  the  President,  im¬ 
pounded  or  transferred  to  the  Federal  Emer¬ 
gency  Relief  Administration  from  appropria¬ 
tions  theretofore  made  and  allocated  to 
public-works  projects. 

Mr.  Rcbinson  of  Arkansas - 

A  predecessor  of  the  able  Senators 
from  Arkansas — 

proposed  an  amendment  providing  for  the 
appointment  of  two  boards— (1)  the  Florida 
Canal  Board,  and  (2)  the  Passamaquoddy 
*  Board,  which  should  review,  respectively,  the 
Atlantic-Gulf  ship-canal  project,  Florida, 
and  the  Passamaquoddy  tidal-power  project, 
Maine:  and  prescribing  certain  duties  of 
the  said  boards. 

Mr.  Adams  made  the  point  of  order  that 
the  amendment  proposed  general  legislation, 
that  it  was  not  germane  to  the  reported 
amendment,  and  that  it  was  therefore  not  in 
order. 

Mr.  Clark  made  the  point  of  order  that 
the  amendment  was  general  legislation,  and 
under  rule  XVI,  was  not  in  order. 

The  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Hatch)  over¬ 
ruled  the  point  of  order  made  by  Mr.  Clark, 
from  which  ruling  Mr.  Clark  took  an  appeal. 

After  a  quorum  call,  the  Presiding  Officer 
made  the  following  statement: 

“The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Clark] 
made  the  point  of  order  that  the  committee 
amendment  amounted  to  general  legislation. 
The  Chair  overruled  the  point  of  order  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Missouri  because  title 
II”— 

That  is  the  whole  title  of  this  appro¬ 
priation  bill — 

“because  title  n  of  the  bill  as  it  came  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  contained  many 
matters  of  general  legislation,  and  in  such 
a  case  the  rule  laid  down  by  Vice  President 
Marshall  is  stated  thus” — 

Here  is  where  we  get  the  precedent. 
It  is  stated  by  Vice  President  Marshall. 
I  have  checked  with  the  Parliamentarian 
and  he  tells  me  there  are  many  other 
precedents  to  the  same  effect,  or  I  would 
not  be  here  quoting  only  one  precedent. 
I  quote  the  rule  as  stated  by  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  Marshall: 

“  ‘Notwithstanding  the  rule  of  the  Senate 
to  the  effect  that  general  legislation  may  not 
be  attached  to  an  appropriation  bill,  still 
when  the  House  of  Representatives  opens 
the  door  and  proceeds  to  enter  upon  a  field 
of  general  legislation  which  has  to  do  with 
a  subject  of  this  character,  the  Chair  is  going 
to  rule — but,  of  course,  the  Senate  can  re¬ 
verse  the  ruling  of  the  Chair — that  the  House 
having  opened  the  door,  the  Senate  of  the 
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United  States  can  walk,  in  through  the  door 
and  pursue  the  field.’  " 

It  appears  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  that  that  is  a  precedent,  based 
on  other  and  prior  precedents,  which  is 
in  accordance  with  what  the  Chair  has 
ruled  today.  No;  it  is  not  in  rule  XVI, 
section  4;  neither  is  the  two-thirds  rule 
to  which  I  have  referred,  in  relation  to 
voting  on  general  legislation. 

What  happened  there  is  just  about 
what  is  happening  here.  I  read  further: 

In  view  of  that  ruling,  the  Chair  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  point  of  order  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  was  overruled.  From 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  has  appealed  to  the  Senate. 

That  is  what  the  Chair  has  done  today. 
He  has  overruled  the  point  of  order,  say¬ 
ing  that  it  is  not  general  legislation  be¬ 
cause  it  applies  to  legislation  in  the  House 
bill. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  did  not  understand  the 
Chair  to  say  that.  He  said  that,  in  his 
opinion,  it  was  general  legislation,  but 
because  the  Senate  had  voted  it  was  a 
germane  provision,  he  would  overrule  the 
point  of  order  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  He  did  not  put  it  on  the  ground 
that  the  House  had  opened  the  matter. 
The  whole  basis  was  on  the  fact  that  the 
Senate  had  voted  it  was  a  germane 
amendment,  which  to  my  mind,  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  the  House  put  legislation 
into  an  appropriation  bill  or  did  not  put 
it  in,  or  whether  it  is  general  legislation 
or  is  not  general  legislation. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  hope  I  have  not 
misquoted  the  Vice  President;  but  if  I 
have  misquoted  him,  I  will  go  back  to 
what  he  ruled.  After  all,  we  have  be¬ 
come  accustomed  to  following  rulings 
rather  than  just  what  was  said  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  ruling. 

I  take  it  that  what  happened  this 
morning  happened  in  the  case  to  which 
I  have  been  referring.  I  read: 

In  view  of  that  ruling,  the  Chair  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  point  of  order  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  was  overruled.  From 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  has  appealed  to  the  Senate. 

That  is  what  is  being  done  here  today. 

The  decision  of  the  Chair  was  sustained: 
Yeas  53,  nays  19. 

In  regard  to  the  point  of  order  made  by 
Mr.  Adams  against  Mr.  Robinson’s  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Vice  President  stated  that,  under 
the  rule,  the  Chair  did  not  have  the  right  to 
determine  the  germaneness  of  an  amend¬ 
ment,  and  thereupon  submitted  this  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Senate,  which  decided  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  germane:  Yeas  53,  nays  21. 

That  will  be  found,  Mr.  President,  in 
the  Senate  Journal,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  second  session,  page  333. 

So  I  say  to  the  Senate  that  we  have 
before  us  a  rule  which  has  been  varied 
and  changed  by  precedent — or  let  me 
say  that  the  precedent  existed  even  with 
the  adoption  of  the  rule,  and  it  has  been 
followed  since  the  adoption  of  the  rule. 
So  we  find  ourselves  with  a  rule  which 
appears  to  be  that  if  an  amendment  is 
to  House  legislation — and  that  is  what 
the  Chair  has  ruled — then  it  does  not  re¬ 


quire  a  two-thirds  vote,  but  merely  a 
majority  vote. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  before,  we  al¬ 
ways  find  some  jealously  in  the  Senate 
on  the  part  of  one  committee  as  against 
another.  We  hear  the  Appropriations 
Committee  criticised  because  it  is  try¬ 
ing  to  take  over  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
entire  Senate.  Being  a  member  of  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  let 
me  say  that  not  only  do  we  not  take 
over  the  jurisdiction  of  other  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  Senate,  but  the  other  com¬ 
mittees  authorize  appropriations  before 
we  can  even  vote  on  them. 

Do  other  committees  ever  seek  to  take 
away  the  power  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations?  Let  me  cite  one  ex¬ 
ample  of  which  I  spoke  yesterday.  Last 
May  a  committee,  not  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  authorized  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  to  use  a  billion  dollars  borrowed 
from  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration.  That  was  to  all  intents  and  pur¬ 
poses  appropriating  a  billion  dollars,  be¬ 
cause  what  could  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  do  when  it  came  before  it? 
Certainly  we  always  find  that  one  com¬ 
mittee  will  take  some  jurisdiction,  or 
think  it  is  taking  some  jurisdiction,  from 
other  committees.  But,  after  all,  the 
Senate  does  not  have  to  accept  what  the 
committees  do.  The  Senate  makes  the 
laws  by  its  votes,  rather  than  from  a 
consideration  of  whether  a  matter  came 
from  a  committee  unanimously  or  by  a 
vote  of  just  one  majority.  A  committee 
does  not  make  legislation  because  it  re¬ 
ports  a  bill  unanimously.  The  Senate 
must  vote. 

As  I  said,  Mr.  President,  when  I  rose, 
I  believe  it  is  very,  vital  whether  or  not 
we  are  to  follow  precedents,  or  are  to  vote 
to  set  them  aside,  and  from  today  on 
feel  that  we  have  a  new  precedent,  to  the 
effect  that  in  case  the  House  does  legis¬ 
late  we  in  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  cannot  hold  hearings  and  vary  a 
bill  so  as  to  come  before  the  Senate  with 
an  amendment  and  have  it  acted  on  un¬ 
der  the  two-thirds  rule.  As  I  said  be¬ 
fore,  I  believe  that  the  two-thirds  rule 
is  more  sacred  than  the  precedents  which 
we  are  discussing  here  today,  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  a  right 
to  amend  an  appropriation  that  comes 
from  the  House  in  an  appropriation  bill, 
and  the  Senate  has  a  right  to  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  only  a  few  words  on  the  subject  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  Frankly,  I  believe  I  can 
speak  without  prejudice  on  it,  because 
I  am  in  favor  of  the  substance  of  the 
amendment  which  we  are  considering. 
If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  comes  up  for  a  vote,  I  propose 
to  vote  for  it.  I  believe  it  is  a  good 
amendment.  But  we  are  to  decide  what 
the  rules  mean,  and  I  am  attempting  to 
decide  on  what  I  believe  the  rules  mean 
to  me. 

As  I  read  rule  XVI,  subsection  4,  I  find 
that  it  provides: 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general  leg¬ 
islation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill. 

At  that  point  there  is  a  comma,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  that  part  of  the  rule 
I  believe  we  could  stop  right  there,  be¬ 
cause  everything  else  deals  with  germane 


amendments  to  appropriation  bills,  in¬ 
volving  the  question  whether  an  amend¬ 
ment  is  germane  or  not,  dealing  with 
matters  which  are  not  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill.  We  could  stop  right 
there. 

No  amendment  which  proposes  general  leg¬ 
islation  shall  be  received  to  any  general 
appropriation  bill. 

If  we  assume  for  one  moment  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  is  legislation  of  this  character,  then 
we  immediately  have  to  concede  that  it 
shall  not  be  received  to  an  appropriation 
bill,  under  the  rule.  From  there  on  we 
go  into  the  subject  of  germaneness,  and 
in  that  connection  I  wish  to  say  that  I 
believe  that  the  matter  of  germaneness 
is  an  entirely  different  proposition  from 
the  question  of  whether  it  is  legislative. 

Then  the  rule  proceeds: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  not  germane  or 
relevant  to  the  subject  matter  contained  in 
the  bill  be  received. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  very  plain.  One 
may  desire  to  amend  an  appropriation 
bill,  not  in  a  legislative  matter,  but  may 
want  to  modify  the  manner  in  which  the 
money  is  to  be  allocated  or  may  want  to 
change  the  amount. 

If  the  amendment  is  not  legislation,  it 
must  necessarily  be  germane,  otherwise  it 
could  not  be  received. 

From  that  point  the  rule  proceeds: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  to  any  item  or 
clause  of  such  bill  be  received  which  does 
not  directly  relate  thereto. 

Let  us  look  at  that  clause  again: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  to  any  item  or 
clause  of  such  bill  be  received  which  does 
not  directly  relate  thereto. 

Here  we  come  to  a  situation  which  in 
my  opinion  is  before  us  now.  We  have 
an  amendment  which  is  legislative  in 
character.  It  is  amending  a  section  in 
which  the  House  has  already  inserted 
general  legislation.  Let  us  see  what  the 
rule  says: 

Nor  shall  any  amendment  to  any  item  or 
clause  of  such  bill  be  received  which  does 
not  directly  relate  thereto. 

We  are  amending  a  bill  which  the 
House  has  passed.  What  is  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  amendment  we  are 
proposing  and  any  legislative  matter 
which  the  House  is  proposing?  I  see  no 
relationship  whatsoever  so  far  as  those 
such  items  are  concerned.  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  constrained  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  amendment  is  legislation, 
and  that  the  legislation  is  not  germane 
to  the  legislation  proposed  by  the  House 
in  this  appropriation  bill.  Under  this 
rule  I  believe  we  are  permitted  to  modify 
and  amend  legislative  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  insofar  as  our  legis¬ 
lative  amendments  are  germane  to  the 
House  amendments,  but  not  to  the  extent 
that  our  amendments  may  be  germane 
to  any  appropriations  item  in  an  entire 
general  appropriations  bill.  Otherwise 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  could 
completely  take  over  the  functions  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  for  example, 
if  the  House  inserted  one  minor  legisla¬ 
tive  amendment  in  a  general  appropria¬ 
tions  bill  for  all  the  armed  forces. 

I  cannot  reach  the  conclusion  that  this 
amendment  is  not  legislative  or  that  it 
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is  germane  to  any  legislative  provision  in 
the  bill  to  which  my  attention  has  been 
directed.  It  is  true  that  this  is  a  bill 
appropriating  money  for  the  European 
recovery  program.  The  House  legisla¬ 
tive  amendments  do  relate  to  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program  which  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  amend.  But,  we  are  now  offered 
legislative  amendments  which  although 
germane  to  the  general  appropriation 
bill  are  not  related  to  the  legislative 
amendments  inserted  by  the  House. 
Therefore,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
amendment  is  in  violation  of  our  rules, 
and  that  it  is  not  germane  to  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  has  been  inserted  in  the 
bill — and  I  am  thinking  of  House  provi¬ 
sions  which  are  legislative  in  character. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  committee 
amendment  is  legislation.  So  it  would 
appear  to  me  that  it  is  absolutely  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  rules. 

We  have  the  right  to  suspend  the  Sen¬ 
ate  rules,  we  have  the  right  to  change 
them,  and  we  have  the  right  to  insert 
new  matter  if  we  see  fit,  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  we  need  a  two-thirds  majority 
to  suspend  the  rules  in  order  to  insert 
such  legislation  as  is  proposed. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  appeal  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  TaftJ  from  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hill 

Mundt 

Baldwin 

Hoey 

Murray 

Brewster 

Holland 

Myers 

Brlcker 

Hunt 

Neely 

Bridges 

Ives 

O’Conor 

Butler 

Jenner 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Pepper 

Cain 

Johnson.  Tex. 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Chapman 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Connally 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Knowland 

Stennls 

Downey 

Langer 

Taft 

Dulles 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Long 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

Frear 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

George 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Green 

Martin 

Williams 

Gurney 

Maybank 

Withers 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Millikin 

Young 

The  question  is  on  the  appeal  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft!  from  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  overruling  the  point 
of  order  made  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Lucas!. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  going  to  delay  the  Senate  for  more 
than  a  moment  or  so.  I  should  like  to 
call  attention  to  exactly  what  the  Senate 
is  doing  when  it  votes  on  the  appeal. 
Preliminary  thereto  I  wish  to  address  a 
parliamentary  inquiry  to  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 


Mr.  CONDON.  If  by  the  vote  on  the 
appeal  the  Chair  is  overruled  in  his  posi¬ 
tion,  then  the  effect  of  that  vote  will  be 
to  sustain  the  point  of  order  made  by  the 
majority  leader,  and  the  decision  of  the 
Senate  will  have  been  that  the  so-called 
McClellan  amendment  is  general  legis¬ 
lation,  and  subject  to  the  point  of  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  Chair  is  overruled  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  it  will  be  equivalent  to  holding  that 
the  Chair  was  wrong  in  deciding  that  the 
point  of  order  was  not  well  taken  and 
in  overruling  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  CORDON.  And  in  that  event  the 
effect  will  be  that  the  Senate  has  said 
that  the  amendment  is  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  and  must  come  out  of 
the  bill,  or  go  to  a  vote  after  two-thirds 
of  the  Senators  present  have  set  aside 
the  rule? 

.  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
thinks  that  that  is  substantially  the 
effect  of  the  vote  of  the  Senate  to  over¬ 
rule  the  decision  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  heard  the  argument  on  appeal,  it  is 
addressed  not  to  the  question  of  whether 
the  amendment  is  legislation,  but  as  to 
the  correctness  of  the  Chair’s  ruling  on 
what  is  really  a  question  of  what  applica¬ 
tion  we  shall  make  as  to  the  provisions 
of  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI,  which,  first, 
prohibit  general  legislation  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  an  appropriation  bill,  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  legislation  which  is  not  germane  to 
the  bill. 

Frankly,  in  my  view,  the  Chair  was 
wrong  in  his  reasoning,  if  I  may  be  so 
bold  as  to  make  the  statement.  But  as 
to  his  decision  the  Chair  was  correct. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  ac¬ 
tion  taken  in  overruling  the  decision  of 
the  chair  is  a  finding  that  the  McClellan 
amendment  is  generally  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill.  That  is  wholly  sepa¬ 
rate  and  apart  and  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question  of  whether  a  decision 
of  germaneness  carries  with  it  a  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  bringing  up  the  question  of 
whether  the  same  amendment  is  general 
legislation.  They  are  two  separate  ques¬ 
tions.  So  I  simply  call  the  attention  of 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact 
that  when  they  vote  on  the  appeal  they 
are  voting  on  the  substantive  proposi¬ 
tion  of  whether  the  McClellan  amend¬ 
ment  is  or  is  not  legislation. 

I  call  attention,  Mr.  President,  to  para¬ 
graphs  2  and  4  of  rule  XVI,  wherein  there 
is  a  prohibition  against  any  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  restriction  upon  an 
appropriation,  but  that  the  prohibition 
goes  only  to  such  restriction  when  the 
restriction  comes  into  effect  only  upon 
the  happening  of  some  contingency. 
There  is  no  prohibition  against  a  restric¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  when  it  is  ab¬ 
solute.  The  McClellan  amendment  is  a 
restriction  upon  the  use  of  appropriated 
funds.  There  is  no  contingency.  The 
McClellan  amendment  simply  restricts  a 
certain  portion  of  the  money  to  a  special 
use,  or  to  no  use  if  it  be  not  used  for  that 
purpose.  That  is  as  far  as  it  goes. 
Under  those  circumstances  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  sustain  the  Chair.  For  that 
reason,  and  without  reference  to  any 
question  whether  germaneness  forecloses 
the  other  question  of  legislation  upon  an 


appropriation  bill,  I  think  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  should  be  sustained.  * 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  of  the  parliamentary  sit¬ 
uation  that  the  question  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  be 
sustained?  A  vote  for  sustaining  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Chair  is  a  “yea”  vote,  and 
a  vote  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  is  a  “nay”  vote. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  correct. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  this  vote, 
and  the  entire  question,  and  without  in 
any  way  arguing  in  behalf  of  his  decision, 
the  Chair  feels  that  he  ought  to  explain 
to  the  Senate  what  it  is  he  decided. 

Under  the  rule  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  may  be  brought  up  with  re¬ 
spect  to  an  amendment  which  does  not 
contain  legislation.  The  question  of 
germaneness  can  be  brought  up  on  any 
amendment,  in  which  case  it  must  be 
submitted  to  the  Senate  for  a  decision. 

Surrounding  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment  there  are  two  questions,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness  and  the  question 
whether  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropri¬ 
ation  bill.  The  ruling  of  the  Chair  was 
based  upon  interpretations  of  rule  XVI, 
paragraph  4,  over  a  period  of  years, 
which  have  modified  the  rule,  just  as  de¬ 
cisions  of  courts  modify  statutes  in  many 
cases  by  interpretation. 

At  the  time  the  Senate  voted  on  the 
question  of  germaneness,  the  Chair  felt 
that  it  was  voting  whether,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  quality  of  the  amendment 
as  legislation,  it  was  nevertheless  ger¬ 
mane  and  therefore  in  order.  In  a  sense 
it  was  a  sort  of  double-barreled  vote — 
that  it  was  germane,  but  legislation,  ap¬ 
parently  amending  other  legislative  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill.  The  Chair  assumed 
that  the  Senate  knew  what  it  was  doing 
when  it  voted  that  this  amendment  was 
germane,  involving  the  question  of  leg¬ 
islation.  That  question  having  been 
passed  upon  by  the  vote  of  the  Senate, 
the  Senate  recognizing  the  legislative 
character  of  the  amendment,  and  having 
sustained  its  germaneness  notwithstand¬ 
ing  that  character,  the  Chair  therefore 
felt  that  subsequently  a  point  of  order 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  legislation  did 
not  lie.  That  was  the  basis  of  the  Chair’s 
decision. 

The  question  is,  Shall  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate?  Senators  who  are  in  favor  of  sus¬ 
taining  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  will  vote 
“yea.”  Senators  who  are  in  favor  of 
overruling  the  decision  of  the  Chair  will 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  “nay," 
when  his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  has  it  ever 
been  decided  that  this  amendment  is  ac¬ 
tually  general  legislation? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  roll  call 
is  in  progress.  One  Senator  having 
voted,  the  question  is  not  now  open  for 
discussion. 

The  roll  call  will  proceed. 
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The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  calling  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] 
is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  and  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed]  is 
absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  because  of  illness.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was— yeas  38,  nays  51,  as 


follows: 

YEAS— 38 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Russell 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Schoeppel 

Cain 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Maine 

Capehart 

Kem 

Stennls 

Chapman 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Ecton 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Ellender 

McKellar 

Williams 

Ferguson 

Martin 

Young 

George 

Maybank 

NAYS— 51 

Aiken 

Hill 

Murray 

Anderson 

Holland 

Myers 

Byrd 

Ives 

Neely 

Connally 

Johnson.  Tex. 

O'Conor 

Donnell 

Kefauver 

O’Mahoney 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Pepper 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Flanders 

Langer 

Taft 

Frear 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Fulbright 

Long  ' 

Thomas,  Utah 

Gillette 

Lucas 

Thye 

Graham 

McGrath 

Tobey 

Green 

McMahon 

Tydings 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Vandenberg 

Hayden 

Miller 

Watkins 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

Withers 

NOT  VOTING— 

-7 

Chavez 

McFarland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Eastland 

Malone 

Humphrey 

Reed 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this  vote 
the  yeas  are  38,  and  the  nays  51.  So  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  does  not  stand  as  the 
judgment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  renew 
my  point  of  order  to  the  amendment  on 
page  4,  which  I  understand  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  question.  I  make  the  point  of  order 
that  it  is  legislation  on  a  general  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  makes  the  point  of  order 
that  the  amendment  referred  to  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  and 
therefore  in  violation  of  rule  XVI  of  the 
Senate  rules. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Illinois  wish  to 
discuss  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  It  has  been  discussed, 
Mr.  President  extensively.  I  am  sure  the 
Chair  is  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
language  referred  to  and  the  issues  in¬ 
volved.  Not  only  is  it  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill,  but  it  is  also  a  limita¬ 
tion. 

I  make  the  point  of  order  against  It. 
There  cannot  be  any  question  about  it. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  gave  notice,  on  July  12,  that  he 


would  move  to  suspend  the  rule,  thereby 
recognizing,  himself,  that  the  provision 
is  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  wish  to  argue  the 
point? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  state  that  my  filing  of  the 
notice  that  I  would  move  to  suspend  the 
rule  does  not  amount  to  conceding  that 

1  think  the  provision  is  subject  to  a  point 
of  order.  In  order  to  be  prepared,  under 
the  rules,  I  had  to  file  the  notice  one  cal¬ 
endar  day  ahead,  I  believe.  For  that 
reason,  I  took  the  precaution  of  doing  so, 
in  order  that  the  amendment  might  be 
brought  up  if  the  Chair  so  held. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  pro¬ 
pound  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Following  this 
point  of  order,  if  it  is  sustained,  are  other 
points  of  order  to  the  bill  in  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
cannot  pass  on  that  question  until  some 
point  of  order  is  made. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Very  well. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  Chair  feels  he  is  com¬ 
pelled  to  sustain  the  point  of  order  which 
is  made  against  this  amendment  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Earlier  in  the  day  the  Senate  by  its 
vote  decided  that  the  amendment  was 
germane  to  some  legislative  provision  of 
the  bill,  but  the  Chair  is  unable  to  deter¬ 
mine  to  what  provision  of  the  bill  it  is 
germane.  Therefore  that  point  is  out. 

Undoubtedly  this  amendment  is  leg¬ 
islation  to  an  appropriation  bill. 

Whether  it  is  legislation  offered  to  some 
legislative  provision  inserted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Chair  is 
unable  to  determine.  That  is  a  matter 
which  is  subject  to  some  confusion. 

Therefore  the  Chair  sustains  the  point 
of  order. 

The  Chair  will  state  that  the  giving  of 
notice  of  intent  to  file  a  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rule  is  not  binding  insofar  as 
constituting  a  determination  of  the 
status  of  the  provision  in  question.  The 
Chair  does  not  regard  it  as  binding  on 
that  matter  at  all. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  the  provis¬ 
ions  on  page  4,  lines  17  to  21,  inclusive; 
on  page  5,  beginning  with  line  8,  through 
line  20  on  page  6;  on  page  8,  beginning 
in  line  22,  and  continuing  through  line 

2  on  page  9;  on  page  9,  beginning  in  line 
4  and  continuing  through  line  7;  on  page 
12,  in  lines  4  through  line  10;  on  page 
12,  from  line  22  through  line  7  on  page 
13;  in  section  202,  on  page  14,  beginning 
in  line  16  and  continuing  to  line  8  on 
page  15,  are  amendments  which  the  leg¬ 
islation  on  a  general  appropriation  bill. 
I  make  that  point  of  order. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  thought 
we  were  reading  the  bill  amendment  by 
amendment.  I  now  submit  a  point  of 
order  against  the  point  of  order  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  has  just  made, 
namely,  that  we  should  proceed  with  the 
bill  and  the  amendments  in  order  and 
should  determine  whether  the  points  of 
order  which  have  been  raised  by  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Arkansas  are  to  be  sustained 
by  the  Chair  or  by  the  Senate.  I  think 
all  these  points  of  order  are  premature 
at  this  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  hear  argument  as  to  this  matter. 
Of  course  the  Chair  has  not  carefully 
studied  all  the  amendments  which  are 
now  alleged  to  be  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  In  order  to  sustain  the 
point  of  order  raised  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  the  Chair  would  have  to  hold 
that  all  or  some  of  the  amendments  are 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and 
are  in  violation  of  the  rule. 

Under  the  rule,  the  Chair  thinks  the 
Senator  can  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  entire  bill  on  the  ground  that 
it  contains  many  legislative  propositions, 
and  the  Chair  believes  it  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  read  the  bill  page  by  page  or  to 
reach  the  amendments  one  by  one,  be¬ 
cause  when  the  rule  provides  that  a  point 
of  order  may  be  made  against  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  itself  is  legislation,  it  also 
says  that  a  point  of  order  may  be  made 
against  a  bill  if  it  contains  items  of  leg¬ 
islation  in  violation  of  the  rule. 

If  these  are  not  legislative  matters,  of 
course,  the  point  of  order  would  not  lie. 
If  they  are  legislative  matters,  the  Chair 
would  like  to  know  wherein  they  are. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Very  well.  I  call 
the  attention  of  the  Chair  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  line — 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  in  order  to  expedite 
matters,  I  will  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  that  all  the  amend¬ 
ments  he  has  pointed  out  constitute  leg¬ 
islation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  At 
the  proper  time  when  the  amendments 
are  reached  in  order  I  am  prepared  to 
make  points  of  order.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  these  amendments  be¬ 
ing  legislation  upon  an  appropriation, 
or  a  limitation  in  some  way,  or  asking 
for  affirmative  relief,  as  I  remember  one 
of  them  does,  and  so  forth. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  agree  with  the 
Chair’s  view  that  where  a  general  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  contains  numerous 
amendments  which  are  in  violation  of 
the  rule  against  legislation,  a  point  of 
order  may  be  made,  under  the  rule, 
against  the  whole  bill,  and  that  it  auto¬ 
matically  goes  back  to  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  question  under  rule  XVI  that  a 
point  of  order  of  that  kind  can  be  made. 
Mr.  President,  the  point  of  order  made 
at  this  time,  whereby  the  bill  goes  back 
to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  mere¬ 
ly  delays  action  on  the  ECA  bill.  I  pre¬ 
sume  the  committee  could  now,  if  it  so 
desired,  strike  all  the  amendments  from 
the  bill  and  make  it  comply  with  the 
rule  if  they  wanted  to  do  that,  without 
sending  it  back.  It  is  perfectly  all  right 
with  me,  whatever  the  Appropriations 
Committee  desires  to  do  along  that  line. 
We  have  wasted  a  good  deal  of  time,  at 
least  2  or  3  days,  upon  the  bill.  I  can 
stay  here  as  long  as  anybody  else,  but 
at  some  time  or  other  action  must  be 
taken  on  the  ECA  appropriation  bill.  I 
think  the  Senate  is  ready  to  act  upon  it 
today,  and  to  act  upon  these  amend- 
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ments.  I  am  not  attempting  to  tell  the 
•  Appropriations  Committee  what  it 
should  do,  of  course,  but  I  believe  it  is 
an  unwise  course  to  send  this  bill  back 
in  view  of  all  the  debate  we  have  had 
upon  it  up  to  this  time.  It  seems  to  me 
the  sooner  we  can  get  through  with  it 
and  get  it  to  conference,  the  better  off 
we  will  all  be,  because  a  number  of  other 
appropriation  bills  are  pending,  and  I 
presume  probably  this  same  situation 
will  arise  again.  The  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  will  arise,  and  before  we  get 
through  we  will  probably  have  all  the 
appropriation  bills  back  with  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  I  am  glad  I 
am  not  on  that  committee,  because  on 
it  devolves  a  tremendous  amount  of 
work.  It  is  perfectly  all  right  with  me, 
if  they  want  to  go  back  to  work  again. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  As  the  Chair 
suggested  a  day  or  two  ago  in  a  situation 
of  this  sort,  heretofore  where  there  was 
a  threat  that  a  bill  would  automatically 
be  returned  to  the  committee  under  the 
rule,  the  committee  has  withdrawn  the 
offensive  amendments  and  offered  them 
one  at  a  time  as  floor  amendments.  The 
Chair  has  no  control  over  that.  That 
has  been  done  heretofore.  But  if  it  is 
not  desirable  that  the  committee  do  that 
in  this  case,  there  is  only  one  course  open 
to  the  Chair,  and  that  is  to  sustain  the 
point  of  order  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  which  automatically  returns 
the  bill  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  what  I  had  in 
mind  a  moment  ago,  when  I  said  it  would 
do  that  very  thing,  because  the  Chair 
did  make  that  statement  a  few  days 
ago. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  tremendously 
vital  appropriation  bill,  and  I  had  hoped 
the  Appropriations  Committee  might  do 
that  very  thing,  so  that  the  Senate  could 
proceed  with  it,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  have  reached  this  advanced  stage  in 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  and  the  vari¬ 
ous  amendments  thereto. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair  is 
not  undertaking  to  suggest  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  but  in  order  that  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  may  be  understood,  the 
offering  of  the  identical  amendments  in¬ 
dividually  one  by  one  would  not  send  the 
bill  back  to  the  committee,  in  the  event 
the  Chair  sustained  points  of  order 
against  them. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  will  state  it. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Is  it  possible  to  send 
the  bill  back  to  the  committee  with  di¬ 
rections  of  the  Senate  to  delete  the 
amendments  which  have  been  made  the 
subject  of  a  point  of  order  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas,  and  to  report  the  bill 
again  to  the  Senate? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No;  the  bill 
is  already  back  in  the  committee,  auto¬ 
matically,  on  the  ruling  by  the  Chair 
that  it  contains  legislative  provisions. 
No  motion  is  in  order,  in  the  view  of  the 
Chair,  at  this  time,  to  instruct  the  com¬ 
mittee  with  respect  to  anything  in  the 
bill. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  state  to  the 
Senate  that  he  regrets  deeply  the  legis¬ 
lative  and  parliamentary  procedure 


which  results  in  the  position  in  which 
the  ECA  bill  finds  itself.  But  as  the  Chair 
views  it,  there  was  no  other  ruling  he 
could  make  under' the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  in  view  of  the  admission  of  both  sides 
that  the  bill  contains  legislative  provi¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Is  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  subject  to  appeal? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
supposes  that  all  decisions  are  subject 
to  appeal,  but,  where  the  rule  is  so  ob¬ 
vious,  so  automatic,  of  course,  if  the 
Chair  were  overruled  on  it - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
going  to  take  an  appeal.  I  merely  made 
the  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
supposes  that  any  ruling  of  the  Chair, 
except  one  or  two  set  out  in  the  rules, 
not  involved  in  this  matter,  is  subject 
to  appeal. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON  subsequently  said. 
Mr.  President,  I  had  intended  to  make 
same  remarks  on  the  amendment  which 
has  now  teen  ruled  out  by  the  Chair. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  place  those 
remarks  in  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request? 

There  being  no  objection,  Mr.  Magnu- 
son’s  statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  MAGNUSON  IN  OPPO¬ 
SITION  TO  ECA  AMENDMENT,  FREEZING  FUNDS 

FOR  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS. 

Mr.  President,  on  pages  4  and  8  of  the  bill 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  there 
appears  the  following  Committee  amend¬ 
ment:  “The  amount  required  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products 
(declared  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities 
set  out  in  the  ECA  budget  justification  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate,  shall  be  available  only 
for  such  financing.” 

I  am  reliably  informed  that  the  effect  of 
this  amendment  would  be  to  freeze  approxi¬ 
mately  one  billion  dollars  of  ECA  fund.  This 
is  accomplished  in  the  amendment  by  re¬ 
quiring  the  Administrator  to  use  approxi¬ 
mately  this  amount  to  finance  agricultural 
products  declared  surplus  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  The  use  of  the  funds  would 
be  restricted  in  amounts  to  those  products  * 
set  forth  in  the  justifications  ECA  presented 
to  the  Senate  Appropriation  Committee.  In 
these  justifications,  ECA  listed  under  food 
and  agricultural  imports  the  following  items: 
bread  grains,  fats  and  oils,  sugar,  meats, 
dairy  products,  other  foods,  coarse  grains, 
protein  feeds,  fertilizer,  cotton,  wool,  other 
fibers,  tobacco,  and  other  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts.  You  will  note  there  are  three  catch-all 
categories  in  this  list:  “other  foods,”  “other 
fibers,”  and  “other  agricultural  products.” 
The  justification  indicates  that  ECA  esti¬ 
mates  purchases  of  these  commodities  in  fis¬ 
cal  1950  will  total  $1,874,000,000  and  that 
of  this  amount  $1,673,000,000  will  be  spent  in 
the  United  States. 

We  know  from  past  experience,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  that  the  products  included  in  the  ECA 
justification  most  likely  to  be  in  surplus  are 
the  following :  wheat,  corn,  tobacco,  and  cot¬ 
ton.  These  are  what  we  might  call  the  Big 
Four  products.  In  my  judgment  it  will  be 
very  detrimental,  not  only  to  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram,  but  to  all  other  agricultural  products 
to  give  cotton,  tobacco,  wheat,  and  corn  the 
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extremely  preferential  treatment  implied  in 
this  amendment. 

I  recognize  theYe  is  a  growing  sentiment  in 
this  country  for  congressional  action  which 
will  serve  as  a  directive  to  the  ECA  Admin¬ 
istrator,  forcing  him  to  in  turn  force  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  countries  to  buy  in  the  United 
States  whenever  a  domestic  product  is  in 
surplus.  To  a  considerable  extent  this  sen¬ 
timent  is  understandable.  Taxpayers  of  this 
country  are  providing  ECA  dollars,  out  of 
their  pockets,  and  have  a  right  to  expect 
that  maximum  attention  be  given  domestic 
economic  conditions  and  to  the  plight  of  any 
particular  industry. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  for  example,  the 
lumber  and  horticultural  industries  are  in 
urgent  need  of  export  outlets.  They  are  hard 
hit  by  the  world-wide  dollar  shortage.  They 
justifiably  look  to  ECA,  not  only  for  sympa¬ 
thetic  treatment,  but  for  positive  action.  To 
date  they  have  been  granted  a  sympathetic 
ear  but  little  by  way  of  positive  results  has 
been  forthcoming. 

The  ECA  Admiinstrator  is  a  competent 
businessman,  one  of  the  best  our  free-enter¬ 
prise  system  has  produced.  Like  any  good 
businessman,  he  is  trying  to  obtain  the  maxi¬ 
mum  return  for  every  dollar  he  spends.  In 
this  case  he  is  buying  European  recovery  with 
the  taxpayers  dollars  made  available  to  him. 
His  efforts  in  this  regard  are  laudable,  but  I 
believe  he  must  give  increasing  attention  to 
the  problems  of  those  American  industries 
which  have  a  historical  reliance  upon  ex¬ 
ports — industries  which  are  contributing 
their  share  of  the  tax  dollars  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  spending  for  European  recovery. 

Senators  know  I  have  taken  this  floor  on 
many  occasions  to  present,  as  forcefully  as  I 
know  how,  the  problems  presently  confronted 
by  the  horticultural  industry  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  Let  me  repeat  Just  a  few  of  the  facts 
I  have  previously  presented.  Prewar  the 
apple  growers  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  con¬ 
sciously  and  systematically  developed  foreign 
markets.  The  whole  industry  is  geared  to  ex¬ 
ports.  Approximately  30  percent  of  the  total 
apple  production  was  purchased  by  countries 
now  participating  in  the  Marshall  plan.  To¬ 
day  the  dollar  shortage  has  closed  those  mar¬ 
kets.  The  only  opportunity  the  industry  has 
to  reenter  them  is  through  participation  in 
ECA.  Last  year  only  $9,600,000  was  spent  by 
ECA  for  fruits,  other  than  iried  fruits.  The 
justification  presented  to  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  this  year  includes  only 
$9,400,000  for  these  fruits.  That  $9,400,000 
includes  canned  fruits,  juice  concentrates, 
and  fresh  fruits.  This  is  a  mere  drop  in  the 
bucket  compared  to  prewar  exports. 

Before  the  war,  exports  of  United  States 
horticultural  products  ranked  first  in  all 
United  States  food  exports  and  third  in  all 
agricultural  exports.  Exportation  was  ex¬ 
ceeded  only  by  cotton  and  tobacco.  In 
fourth  place  came  wheat  and  flour.  From 
these  facts,  it  is  readily  understandable  why 
I  feel  compelled  to  oppose  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  would  virtually  foreclose 
any  possibility  of  the  horticultural  industry 
reentering  its  foreign  markets  on  a  basis  even 
approaching  prewar  levels. 

This  industry,  which  prewar,  ranked  first 
on  the  list  of  all  food  exports,  would  be  rele- 
gatsd  to  insignificant  participation  in  the 
ECA  program. 

That  the  horticultural  industry  faces  an 
extremely  difficult  problem  has  been  recog¬ 
nized  by  ECA,  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee,  and 
the  Senate  itself.  Senators  will  recall  that 
other  Senators  and  I  sponsored  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  this  year’s  authorization  act,  di¬ 
recting  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  de¬ 
termine  surpluses  of  horticultural  products 
by  “types,  classes,  and  specifications.”  The 
objective  of  this  amendment  was  to  give  the 
Secretary  authority  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
fact  that  the  industry  over  the  years  has  de- 
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veloped  varieties  of  apples  and  pears,  for 
example,  peculiarly  suited  for  the  export 
trade.  By  virtue  of  the  amendment,  the 
Secretary  can  find  that  a  surplus  of  export 
varieties  exists,  even  though  the  entire  crop 
may  not  be  in  excess  of  domestic  require¬ 
ments. 

By  adopting  this  amendment,  the  Senate 
gave  recognition  to  the  somewhat  unique  po¬ 
sition  of  this  industry.  Later  the  industry 
presented  its  problem  to  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  considering  the  agriculture  appropri¬ 
ations  bill.  On  page  13  of  its  report,  the 
committee  stated:  “The  committee  recog¬ 
nizes  the  unique  position  and  need  of  this 
industry,  arising  from  the  temporary  loss 
of  long  standing  export  markets  and  the 
inability  of  the  fruit  grower  to  reduce  pro¬ 
duction  without  destruction  of  trees  and 
tragic  loss  of  capital  investment  in  pack¬ 
ing  and  other  facilities.” 

The  lumbering  and  horticultural  indus¬ 
tries  have  urged  other  Senators  and  I  to 
offer  amendments  to  this  bill  which  would 
earmark  certain  funds  for  purchase  of  their 
products  or,  as  an  alternative,  to  offer  an 
amendment  which  would  direct  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  force  ECA  countries  to  purchase 
lumber  and  horticultural  products  in  this 
country  exclusively,  whenever  there  is  a 
surplus. 

I  have  refrained  from  taking  such  action. 
First,  because  as  I  have  said  before,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Administrator  is  a  sensible  com¬ 
petent  business  man.  He  knows  American 
industry,  and  within  the  framework  of  ex¬ 
isting  legislation  has  authority  to  handle 
these  problems  administratively.  The  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program  is  a  highly  complex 
venture.  The  Administrator  must  have' flex¬ 
ibility  if  he  is  to  do  the  job  the  Congress 
and  the  country  want  him  to  do.  I  serve 
notice  here  and  now,  however,  that  unless 
greater  attention  is  given  by  ECA  represent¬ 
atives  abroad  to  our  domestic  problems,  I 
shall  be  among  those  supporting  legislation 
requiring  them  to  do  so. 

Second,  I  have  refrained  from  sponsoring 
such  amendments  at  this  time  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  inconsistent  to  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  X  read  at  the  beginning  of  these  re¬ 
marks  and  simultaneously  sponsor  an  amend¬ 
ment  earmarking  funds  for  some  other  prod¬ 
uct.  I  believe  all  segments  of  our  great  ag¬ 
ricultural  industry  should  be  placed  on  an 
equal  footing.  All  segments  of  the  indus¬ 
try  should  have  equal  opportunity  to  pre¬ 
sent  their  case  to  the  Administrator  and  he, 
in  turn,  to  the  countries  which  are  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  this  great  venture. 

Before  concluding  I  wish  to  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  several  other  facets  of  the  problem 
I  have  been  discussing.  The  horticultural 
industry  and,  in  fact,  all  industries  relying 
on  exports,  view  with  great  alarm  the  many 
bilateral  agreements  which  have  been,  and 
are  being,  negotiated  by  nations  participating 
in  ERP.  Unless  this  tendency  is  reversed 
some  United  States  commodities,  like  fruit, 
may  be  permanently  excluded  from  normal 
European  markets. 

I  recognize,  Mr.  President,  this  problem 
goes  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  ECA.  I  be¬ 
lieve,  however,  that  the  Administrator  and 
his  representatives  abroad  can  do  much  to 
counteract  it.  Certainly  the  attempt  should 
be  made. 

Today  ECA  is  the  dominating  influence  in 
international  trade.  Without  participation 
in  that  program,  reestablishment  and  further 
development  of  the  horticultural  industry’s 
European  outlets  is  impossible.  The  same  is 
true  of  other  segments  of  agriculture  who 
consciously  and  systematically  developed 
foreign  markets  in  the  prewar  era.  Con¬ 
gress  recognized  the  truth  of  these  state¬ 
ments  by  including  section  112  in  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  itself.  This  section 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
use  section  32  funds  to  aid  in  the  reestab¬ 
lishment  of  export  markets  for  perennial 


horticultural  crops  and  others,  which  may 
be  declared  surplus  to  our  need. 

The  Administrator,  by  cooperating  with 
the  secretary  in  such  an  export  program,  can 
obtain  for  participating  countries  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  at  50  percent  of  total  cost. 
For  some  reason  ECA  has  not  taken  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  very  attractive  program.  I 
believe  much  greater  use  can  and  should  be 
made  of  section  112.  Here  is  another  in¬ 
stance  where  Congress  has  given  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  an  effective  tool  to  work  with,  a 
tool  which  should  be  placed  in  the  kit  of  all 
of  our  ECA  representatives  abroad  and  used. 

I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  for  the 
conferees  in  their  report  to  include  language 
along  the  lines  implied  in  these  remarks — 
language  which  would  serve  as  a  guide  to  the 
Administrator,  when  he  is  attempting  to  de¬ 
termine  congressional  intent  through  study 
of  the  legislative  history  of  this  bill.  I  urge 
those  Senators  who  will  represent  this  body 
at  the  conference  table  to  give  serious  con¬ 
sideration  to  this  suggestion. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
these  remarks,  I  oppose  the  amendment 
which  appears  on  pages  4  and  8  of  the 
pending  bill.  Again  I  want  to  make  it  clear, 
however,  that  unless  greater  attention  is 
given  to  the  problems  of  domestic  industries 
by  the  Administrator,  his  representatives 
abroad,  and  the  countries  participating  in 
ERP,  I  shall  be  among  those  sponsoring  legis¬ 
lation  making  such  action  mandatory. 

-MHsFFABY  '-RBN¥Afj''HOUef«'et-  f».  M64)  — 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 


Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
Submit  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(S.  1184)  to  encourage  construction  of 
Rental  housing  on  or  in  areas  adjacent 
to  Army,  Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  Air 
Force  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
Its  immediate  consideration. 

■  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  cler 
|vill  read  the  report. 

The  report  was  read  ast/ollows : 

The  committee  of  conference,  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Holies  on/the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1184) 

;o  encourage  construction  of  rental >, housing 
an  or  in  areas  adjacent  to  Army,  Navy,flvlarine 
Dorps,  and  Air  Forces  installations,,- abd  for 
ather  purposes,  having  met,  after/full  -and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rtcommAd 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows:  /  ^ 

That  the  Senate  recede  from' its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  Jne  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an. -amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  mattgfr  proposed  to  be 
Inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following:  ",  except  that  where  the  Secretary 
Df  Defense  or  his  desighee  in  exceptional 
cases  certifies  and  the -Commissioner  con¬ 
curs  in  such  certification  that  the  needs 
would  be  better  served  by  single-family  de¬ 
tached  dwelling  unit/  the  mortgage  may  in¬ 
volve  a  principal  obligation  not  to  exceed 
$9,000  per  family  ifnit  for  such  part  of  such 
property  as  majr,  be  attributable  to  such 
dwelling  units”;  ,  and  on  page  18  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  engrossed  bill,  line  22,  after  the  word 
‘“defense”,  insert  “or  in  the  public  interest”; 
iand  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Burnet  R.  Maybank, 

John  Sparkman, 

Paul  H.  Douglas, 

/  Ralph  E.  Flanders, 

/  Harry  P.  Cain, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Brent  Spence, 

Paul  Brown, 

Wright  Patman, 

Mike  Monroney, 

Jesse  P.  Wolcott, 

Ralph  A.  Gamble, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob/ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  pf 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  otVRepre- 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Swanson,  ope  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that/he  House 
had  agreed  to  the  report  of  tae  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  on  the  /disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  onrthe  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  hpl  (S.  1184)  to 
encourage  construction  df  rental  hous¬ 
ing  on  or  in  areas  adjacent  to  Army, 
Navy,  Marine  Corps,  Mid  Air  Force  in¬ 
stallations,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  ^fenounced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  ttfthe  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4566)  to  re¬ 
vise,  codify,  and  ep&ct  into  law,  title  14  of 
the  United  Stated  Code,  entitled  “Coast 
Guard.”  / 

ENROLLED  BIL^S  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
/  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speake^  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  apd  they  were  signed  by  the  Vice 
Presider 

H.  R.  £42.  An  act  excepting  certain  per¬ 
sons  frpm  the  requirement  of  paying  fees  for 
certam  census  data; 

H.-R.  459.  An  act  to  authorize  the  payment 
of  ejnployees  of  the  Bureau  of  Animal  Indus- 
tryfor  overtime  duty  performed  at  establish- 
njents  which  prepare  virus,  serum,  toxin,  or 
jfnalogous  products  for  use  in  the  treatment 
f  domestic  animals; 

H.  R.  585.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jacob  A. 
Johnson; 

H.  R.  1127.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sirkka 
Siiri  Saarelainen; 

H.  R.  1303.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr. 
Elias  Stavropoulos,  his  wife,  and  daughter; 

H.  R.  1360.  An  act  to  extend  the  times  for 
commencing  and  completing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  free  bridge  across  the  Rio  Grande 
at  or  near  Del  Rio,  Tex.; 

H.  P.  2417.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Air  Force  to  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  a  certain  tract  of  land  at  Valparaiso, 
Fla.,  near  Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  as  a  recre¬ 
ational  facility; 

H.  R.  2474.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Frank  E. 
'Jflanchard; 

"41.  R.  2799.  An  act  to  ament  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  regulating  the  retent  on  con¬ 
tract  with  the  District  of  Columbia,”  ap- 
provech,March  31,  1906; 

H.R.  81)53.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  t\e  Interior  to  issue  duplicates  of 
William  Guard’s  script  certificates  No.  2, 
subdivisions \1  and  12,  to  Blanche  H.  Weedon 
and  Amos  L.  Iferris,  as  trustees; 

H.  R.  3467.  An\act  for  the  relief  of  Franz 
Eugene  Laub; 

H.  R.  3512.  An  ac\to  amend  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  oSMay  29,  1930,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  to  authorize  the ’  exemption  of  certain 
employees  of  the  Librafyof  Congress  and  of 
the  judicial  branch  of  thSCovernment  whose 
employment  is  temporar^or  of  uncertain 
duration; 

H.  R.  4022.  An  act  to  extend  the  time  for 
commencing  the  construction  oft.a  toll  bridge 
across  the  Rio  Grande  at  or  near-Rio  Grande 
City,  Tex.,  to  July  31,  1950; 

H.  R.  4261.  An  act  authorizing  th%  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  to  L.  J.  &ind  a 
patent  in  fee  to  certain  lands  in  the  Sta$e  of 
Mississippi;  \ 

H.  R.  4646.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy, 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  to  lend 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 

6  TITLE  I 

7  LEGISLATIVE  BLANCH 

8  Senate 

9  CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 

10  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation : 

11  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  For- 
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eign  Economic  Cooperation ,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  47, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per  diem  and  subsistence 
expenses,  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 
approved  June  9,  1949,  $ 344,000 :  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  from  and  including  July  1, 
1949,  for  the  purpose  provided  herein.  All  obligations  in¬ 
curred  during  the  period  between  July  1,  1949,  and  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation  of  such 
appropriation  are  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 


3 


1  $6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 

2  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $4-, -074,- 

3  000,000  $1,000,000,000— of  which  nut  tu  exceed  $-1-2-50)00 

4  shah  he  available  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character 

5  -(other  than  entertainment-)-  under  the  direction  ef  the  A-d- 

6  minis trator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a 

7  certificate  ef  the  amount  ef  each  sueh  expenditure  which  he 

8  may  think  it  advisable  net  te  specify,  anh  every  such  certifi- 

9  cate  shall  he  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  fer  the  amount 

10  therein  specified:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000 

11  in  the  aggregate  shall  he  available  from  this  appropriation 

12  and  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid 

13  Appropriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during 

14  the  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

15  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 

16  out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 

17  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 

18  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 

19  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 

20  this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 

21  to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main- 

22  tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 

23  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 

24  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ; 

25  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privatel} 
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owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  hy  exchange;  $3,568,470j000 
$ 3,628,380,000 ,  of  which  (1 )  the  amount  required  to  finance 
the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products  ( deter¬ 
mined  surplus  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds 
and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  be  available  only  for  such  financing,  and  (2)  not  to 
exceed  $500,000  $ 200,000  shall  he  available  for  ex¬ 
penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  enter¬ 
tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or  the 
Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 
advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be 
deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified : 
Provided,  That  of  this  appropriation  $ 50,000,000  shall  be 
used  only  for  assistance  to  Spain,  to  be  extended  upon 
credit  terms  as  provided  in  section  111  (c)  (2)  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1918,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and 
merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods, 
and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during 
the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
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consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  •-Provided 
fusrther-  That  the  entire  amount  may  be  apportioned  for  ob¬ 
ligation  or  may  bo  obligated  and  expended^  if  the  President 
after  recommendation  by  the  Administrator  deems  snob  aetion 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  said  Aet  during  the 
period  ending  May  4-i-g  4950:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Administrator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time 
during  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  in  an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggre¬ 
gate  $150,000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating  fluids  dur¬ 
ing  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  W ashington 
for  assistance  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said 
Act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  111  (c) 
of  said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable,  be  applicable  to 
the  notes  authorized  to  be  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all 
functions  of  the  Administrator,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and,  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington  in  extending  the 
assistance  provided  for  herein:  Provided  further,  That  the 
Administrator  is  authorized,  to  utilize  any  unexpended  portion 
of  the  5  per  centum  of  each  special  local  currency  account 
established  pursuant  to  section  115  (b)  (6)  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948  ( allocated  in  title  I,  Public  Law 
793,  Eightieth  Congress),  as  amended,  by  section  9  (b)  of 
Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  and  an  additional 
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1  per  centum  of  such  funds  as  shall  accrue  in  each  of  said 
special  local  currency  accounts  after  passage  of  this  Act 
in  the  furtherance  of  publicity  by  press,  radio,  or  any  other 
means  of  the  use  of  Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
funds:  Provided  further,  That  none  of  the  local  currencies 
required  by  section  115  (b)  (6)  of  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  to  be  deposited  in  local 
currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  assistance  furnished,  through 
the  use  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  foregoing  provisions  of 
this  title,  shall  be  made  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
recipient  country  so  long  as  such  country  (1)  fails  to  comply 
with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States,  or  (b)  causes  or 
permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  ( as  designated  in  the 
Bilateral  Agreements )  to  fail  to  comply  with  any  such  treaty: 
Provided  further,  That  the  list  of  limited  and  prohibitive 
industries  scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or  removal  from, 
Germany  shall  be  reviewed  arid  the  Administrator  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall  seek  to  obtain 
the  retention  in  Germany  of  such  plants  on  this  list  as  would 
best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in  Germany. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “ Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  $50,000,000  $ 45,000,000 ,  which,  together 
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with  the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head, 
shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000”  to  “$425,000” :  Provided ,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Department  of  State. 

NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 
and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allow¬ 
ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 
or  civilian  personnel) ,  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  he 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
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travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  TJ.  S.  C. 
55a) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  TJ.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  II.  S.  C. 
2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 
and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to 
the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 
and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 
facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
$925,000,000  $900,000,000,  of  which  (1)  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural 
products  ( determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Depart- 
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ment  of  the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  be  available  only  for  such  financing,  and  (2)  not  to 
exceed  $45,000,000  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses:  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the 
armed  forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  this 
appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances  to 
which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom:  Provided 
further,  That  the  general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by 
that  Department  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he  made  out¬ 
side  continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  Devised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi¬ 
cation  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 
further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he 
made,  when  necessary  to  cany  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 
Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further,  That 
expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 
as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco- 
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nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  he  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  he 
necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That 
before  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the 
recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such 
area  containmg  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17, 
1947)  :  Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant, 
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adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or 
emplo}unent  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  of 
section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  pajunent  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
and  the  Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  by,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
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Byukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation  established  pursuant  to 
provisions  of  section  124  (a)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall  have  the  same  duties,  powers, 
and  responsibilities  with  respect  to  programs  carried  out  by 
appropriations  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas 
as  it  has  with  respect  to  programs  under  said  act :  Provided, 
further,  That  the  President  may  transfer  to  any  other 
department  or  agency  any  function  or  functions  provided 
for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such  unobli¬ 
gated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agenc}^  concerned:  Provided  further, 
That  when  the  D epartment  of  the  Army,  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1911 ,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C. 
1253),  f  urnishes  subsistence  supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian 
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agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  serving  in  Ger¬ 
many,  payment  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  additional  charge 
required  by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  subsistence  supplies 
by  such  personnel  shall  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by 
civilian  personnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  serving 
in  Germany. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence:  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
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of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 
the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and, 
upon  conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 
further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition 
to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing 
law. 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  operate 
the  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West 
Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West 
Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of 
anhydrous  ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous 
fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use 
in  the  occupied  countries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the 
Republic  of  South  Korea.  From  the  proceeds  of  materials 
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sold  there  shall  he  credited  to  the  appropriation  for  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  an  amount  equiva- 

3 

lent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any 
balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury:  Provided, 
however,  That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  he  construed  to 
repeal  the  provisions  of  section  205  of  Public  Law  793, 
Eightieth  Congress,  with  respect  to  the  production  and  allo¬ 
cation  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  for  domestic  use. 

Sec.  203-  203.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign 
Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  26,  1949. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Treasury  Department,  he  is  authorized  by 
statute  and  Executive  order  to  act  as  Secre¬ 
tary!  in  the  absence  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  to  the  same  extent  as  an  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

The  assistant  general  counsel  for  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Internal  Revenue  (popularly  known 
as  the  chiSl  counsel  of  the  Bureau)  is  also 
appointed  blithe  President  with  the  advice 
and  consent  01  the  Senate.  The  salary  for 
each  of  these  positions  is  $10,330  per  annum. 

The  general  counsel  of  the  Department  is 
charged  with  the  supervision  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  one  of  the  largest  legal  staffs  of  the 
Government,  dealing  'with  most  important 
functions  in  the  domestic  and  international 
fiscal  and  economic  fields  and  related  admin¬ 
istrative  and  enforcement-activities.  There 
are  over  500  lawyers  under  his  general  super¬ 
vision  in  all  the  various  branches  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Treasury  Department,  These  in¬ 
clude  such  administrative  un^s  as  the 
Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue,  the  Bureau  of 
Customs,  Coast  Guard,  Office  of  International 
Finance,  Bureau  of  Public  Debt,  and  Comp¬ 
troller  of  the  Currency,  as  well  as  the  aaany 
other  activities  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

The  chief  counsel  of  the  Bureau  of  in¬ 
ternal  Revenue  is  charged  with  all  the  legal 
problems  attendant  upon  the  collection  of 
over  $40,000,000,000  annually  in  revenues. 
Fair  and  effective  administration  of  our 
complex  tax  laws  places  upon  his  shoulders 
a  responsibility  in  this  field  second  only  to 
that  of  the  Commissioner  of  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue.  By  statute  he  is  charged  with  direct 
responsibility  for  the  supervision  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  a  staff  of  over  400  lawyers  in 
the  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue,  located  in 
Washington  and  in  many  field  offices 
throughout  the  country. 

The  responsibilities  of  the  general  coun¬ 
sel  of  the  Treasury  Department  and  the 
chief  counsel  of  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue  are  acknowledged  as  being  among 
the  greatest  of  any  of  the  legal  offices  of  the 
Government,  requiring  for  effective  admin¬ 
istration  a  degree  of  technical  competence 
and  administrative  ability  greater  than 
most  any  of  the  professional  positions  in 
the  private  practice  of  law  which  bring  per¬ 
sonal  recompense  many  times  over  the  $10,- 
000  salaries  now  awarded  those  positions. 

HOUSE  BILL  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
REFERRED 

The  following  bill  and  joint  resolutions 
were  each  read  twice  by  their  titles,  and 
referred,  as  indicated: 

H.  R.  3820.  An  act  to  provide  assistance  for 
local  school  agencies  in  providing  educa-j 
tional  opportunities  for  children  on  Fed 
eral  reservations  or  in  defense  areas,  a* 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committe^fon 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

H.  J.  Res.  327.  Joint  resolution  making  an 
additional  appropriation  for  control  m.  emer¬ 
gency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plarUr  diseases; 
and 

H.  J.  Res.  329.  Joint  resolutiafi  amending 
an  act  making  temporary  ap^priations  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950,  and  fon^ther  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations.  • 

ALLEGED  INVASION  /OF  SOVEREIGN 

RIGHTS  BY  REGULATION  OF  MONEY 

SPENT  ABROAD-tARTICLE  FROM  NEW 

YORK  WORLD-TELEGRAM 

(Mr.  KEM  asked^nd  obtained  leave  to  have 
printed  in  the/tECORD  an  article  entitled 
“Sovereign  Ripits  Not  Necessarily  Invaded 
if  We  Have/3ay  on  How  Much  Is  Spent 
Abroad,”  w/tten  by  Ralph  Hendershot  and 
published/in  the  New  York  World-Telegram 
of  July/ 27,  1949,  which  appears  in  the 
Appen/ix.  ] 

BRITISH  MEDICAL  CARE  PLAN- 
REPORT  BY  JOHN  G.  HILL 

[Mr.  MURRAY  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  report  en¬ 


titled  "Has  Britain  Shown  That  Health  In¬ 
surance  Can  Work?”,  written  by  John  G. 
Hill,  director  of  research,  health  and  wel¬ 
fare  council  of  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  which  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

SPEECHES  BEFORE  AMERICANS  FOR 
DEMOCRATIC  ACTION,  FULL  EMPLOY¬ 
MENT  CONFERENCE 

[Mr.  MURRAY  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  series  of 
speeches  delivered  before  the  Americans  for 
Democratic  Action,  Full  Employment  Con¬ 
ference,  held  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  July 
19,  1949,  together  with  a  resolution  adopted 
at  that  conference,  which  appear  in  the 
Appendix.] 

THE  EXCISE  TAX  ON  FURS 

[Mr.  O’CONOR  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  re¬ 
ceived  by  him  from  Mr.  Alfred  A.  Greenhood, 
of  Baltimore,  Md.,  relative  to  the  excise  tax 
on  furs,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

ADDITIONAL  APPROPRIATION  FOR  CON¬ 
TROL  OF  EMERGENCY  OUTBREAKS  OF 
INSECTS  AND  PLANT  DISEASES 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  has  passed  House  Joint  Resolution . 
327,  making  an  additional  appropriation 
far  control  of  emergency  outbreaks  Jbi 
insects  and  plant  diseases.  The  i/int 
resolution  makes  provision  for  an/lddi- 
tional  appropriation  for  control  o /grass¬ 
hoppers.  The  joint  resolutionycame  to 
the  Senate  from  the  House  a  /nort  time 
ago.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  considered  the.foint  resolu¬ 
tion  and,  at  the  requesV'of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  has  increased  the 
amount  carried  in  tKe  measure  from 
$1,500,000  to  $3,500,p<(0. 

I  now  report  the  joint  resolution  favor¬ 
ably  from  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  with  an  amendment,  to  strike  $1,- 
500,000  and  insert  $3,500,000,  and  I  sutF~ 
mit  a  report  iNo.  794)  thereon. 

By  reas/n  of  the  urgency  of  the. 


situation/!  now  ask  unanimous  consent; 


that  thp  House  joint  resolution,  which: 
has  jy^t  been  reported  from  the  com-i 
mittafe  be  immediately  considered. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
o/Iection  to  the  immediate  consideration 
Jf  the  joint  resolution? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand,  this  is  the  so-called  emergency; 
grasshopper  relief  bill. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  House  has  passed 
the  joint  resolution  and  it  came  to  the 
Senate,  and  was  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  and  reported 
from  the  committee  with  an  amend¬ 
ment:  and  by  reason  of  the  emergency 
of  the  situation,  and  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  money,  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  is  asking  for  immediate  considera¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  objection. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  want  to  commend  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  for  its 
prompt  action  on  the  measure  and  to  en¬ 
dorse  the  request  of  the  chairman  for 
immediate  consideration.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  situation  is  in  other  States 
with  respect  to  the  grasshopper  pest,  but. 


insofar  as  my  State  of  Illinois  is  con¬ 
cerned,  the  situation  is  very  serious,-  I 
am  very  happy  that  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  has  taken  action  to  increase  the 
amount  for  the  control  of  this  pest. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois,  and  I  express  the  hope 
that  the  joint  resolution  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  immediately  and  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolutii^fi? 

There  being  no  ..Objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  J.  Re$‘  327)  making  an  addi¬ 
tional  appropcration  for  control  of  emer¬ 
gency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  dis¬ 
eases,  whicjf  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  with  an 
amendnffent  on  page  1,  line  9,  after  the 
word  /diseases”,  to  strike  out  ‘‘$1,500,- 
000”y6nd  insert  “$3,500,000.” 

le  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
le  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  joint  resolution  to  be 
read  a  third  time. 

The  joint  resolution  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed. 

Mr.  McKELLAR  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
insist  on  its  amendment,  ask  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  McKel- 
lar,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Thomas  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  Mr.  McCarran,  Mr.  O’Mahoney, 
Mr.  Gurney,  Mr.  Cordon,  and  Mr. 
Young  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 

FOREIGN-AID  APPROPRIATIONS— NOTICE 
OF  MOTION  TO  RECONSIDER  VOTE 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
page  10478  of  the  Congressional  Record 
of  yesterday  appears  the  vote  by  which 
the  Senate  did  not  sustain  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair.  The  Record  will  show  that  I 
voted  on  the  prevailing  side.  At  this 
time  I  serve  notice  that  I  shall  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  was  not  sustained. 
DCTHWWIIBWT1  'CP  CeWMBWeB'  COM 

MENTS  ON  HOOVER  COMMISSION 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unariimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body^of  the  Record  at  this  point 
as  a  part  ol  ray  remarks  a  statement 
which  I  havincrepared,  including  com¬ 
ments  by  the  Department  of  Commerce 
on  the  Hoover  Coinmission  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  they  affectSthat  Department. 

There  being  no  direction,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to Nje  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Senator  Joh\l.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

Senator  John  L.  McClellan,  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments,  releasedNtoday  a 
summary  of  a  70-page  report  compute!  by 
thhe  Department  of  Commerce,  strongly  .en¬ 
dorsing  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  which  affect  that  Departments 

The  report  is  in  general  agreement  with 
the  Hoover  Commission  objective  of  em- 
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''bracing  all  of  the  activities  of  the  Federal 
(Government  relating  to  the  development  of 
industry,  transportation,  and  commerce 
within  the  Department  of  Commerce.  The 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  submitting  the 
report/sfated  that  such  proposal  is  “in  ac¬ 
cord  wiS  sound  principles  of  Federal  or- 
ganizationVnd  would  lead  to  the  many  im¬ 
provements  ?idiich  would  come  from  a  major 
grouping  of  snnilar  functions  and  purposes. 

*  *'  *  It  is  ol  line  with  the  original  pur¬ 

poses  laid  down  iWthe  Congress  at  the  time 
the  Department  created.” 

The  report  is  dmded  into  seven  basic 
categories,  transportation,  the  merchant 
marine,  civil  aviation, \ughway  transporta¬ 
tion,  railroad  transportation,  commercial 
fisheries,  and  departmental  management. 

Commenting  on  the  proposed  consolida¬ 
tion  of  most  of  the  nonregulatf^y  transporta¬ 
tion  functions  in  the  Department,  the  report 
concurs  with  the  findings  of  the  I-feover  Com¬ 
mission,  stating  that:  \ 

“Adoption  of  the  general  program  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  Commission  would  result  in  a 
far  greater  degree  of  unity  both  in  policy 
formulation  and  in  the  administration  ,  of 
transportation  functions  that  exists  at  the 
present  time.  It  should  be  pointed  out,  how¬ 
ever,  that  in  our  judgment  the  complete 
adoption  of  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  would  not  automatically  result 
in  completely  unified  national  transporta¬ 
tion  policy. 

“*  •  *  In  tlle  absence  of  any  proposal 

for  a  separate  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  we  are  also  inclined  to  believe  that  the 
Department  of  Commerce  probably  repre¬ 
sents  the  most  appropriate  agency  for  the 
location  of  these  functions.  This  Depart¬ 
ment  has  as  one  of  its  major  purposes  the 
mandate  to  foster  and  promote  the  domestic 
and  foreign  commerce  of  the  United  States. 
In  carrying  out  this  legislative  mandate  the 
Department  already  engages  in  a  variety  of 
transportation  activities  and  is  at  the  same 
time  analyzing  the  entire  transportation 
system  of  the  country  from  the  standpoint 
of  determining  how  well  it  meets  the  needs 
of  commerce.  These  existing  activities  are 
certainly  closely  related  to  the  over-all  plan¬ 
ning  and  programing  functions  which  the 
Hoover  Commission  considers  essential  ac¬ 
tivities  for  the  enlarged  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  which  it  proposes.” 

The  report  cites  but  one  exception,  that 
of  the  National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aero¬ 
nautics  which  transfer  the  Department  be¬ 
lieves  cannot  be  sustained  on  logical  grounds. 
The  Secretary  stated  that  inasmuch  as  almost 
all  of  the  research  now  conducted  by  the 
NACA  is  for  military  purposes,  and  since  iV 
is  unlikely  that  any  future  work  will  hzjfe 
civilian  air  transport  application,  there  scorns 
little  reason  to  transfer  this  organization  to 
the  Department.  The  suggestion  yr  also 
made  that  further  study  be  given  theln-oblem 
of  organizing  Federal  scientific  research  be¬ 
fore  any  change  is  made  in  tne  current 
status  of  the  NACA.  J 

The  Department  opposes  a  ^portion  of  the 
recommendation  which  leavas  with  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  a  reviw  function  over 
the  promulgation  of  air^fcafety  regulations. 
The  Department  feels  (mat  these  functions 
should  be  transferredyto  the  Department  in 
their  entirety  in  order  that  the  possibility 
of  overlapping  beyreduced  commenting  as 
follows:  / 

“The  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Administration  is  the 
proper  agency  to  promulgate  air-safety  regu¬ 
lations.  IJ/has  a  large  and  well-qualified 
technical /staff  stationed  throughout  the 
United  states,  its  territories  and  possessions. 
The  sj&ff  is  in  everyday  contact  with  all 
phases  of  the  industry,  is  familiar  with  all 
types  of  operating  problems,  and  is  currently 
dealing  with  the  latest  technical  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  field.  This  specialized,  current, 
and  practical  knowledge  would  make  it  pos¬ 


sible  for  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Administra¬ 
tion  to  promulgate  workable,  effective,  and 
timely  air-safety  regulations.  *  *  *” 

The  Department  expresses  apprehension 
relative  to  the  adoption  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations  dealing  with  sub¬ 
sidies,  but,  in  connection  with  the  proposed 
concentration  of  over-all  route  programs  for 
air,  land,  and  water  transportation,  pro¬ 
poses  to  “perform  a  critical  evaluation  of  all 
promotional  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  evolve  a  balanced  program.”  In 
summing  up  its  position,  the  Department 
states : 

“Entrusting  the  general  planning  and  pro¬ 
graming  function  to  the  Department  is  de¬ 
sirable,  but  fulfillment  of  these  functions 
probably  would  involve  difficulties  with  the 
regulatory  commissions  so  long  as  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  shipping  subsidies  is  left  in  the  hands 
of  the  Maritice  Commission  and  the  granting 
of  airline  subsidies  is  left  to  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board.  *  *  *  While  the  Depart¬ 

ment  is  willing  to  accept  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission  and  appear 
before  the  regulatory  agencies  in  support  of 
the  general  plans  and  programs  which  it 
evolves,  it  would  like  to  point  out  that  there 
would  not  necessarily  result  a  unified  and 
coordinated  program  with  respect  to  the 
granting  of  subsidies.  The  regulatory  corny' 
missions  might  in  general  follow  policie/ 
which  were  in  substantial  accord  with  t^Ke 
program  suggested  by  the  Department,  4out 
it  is  equally  possible  that  they  might  adopt 
quite  different  and  conflicting  policies.  As 
a  result  the  prospects  of  achieving  a  Jfalanced 
promotional  program  are  greatly  diminished 
and  the  possibility  of  difficulties  between  the 
Department  and  the  regulatory.^commissions 
is  enhanced.  In  fact,  there  /night  develop 
sharp  conflicts  of  view  betWen  the  Depart¬ 
ment  supporting  a  balanced  transportation 
program  and  the  individual  regulatory  com¬ 
missions  adopting  policies  calculated  to  favor 
the  particular  area  of^ransport  over  which 
they  have  jurisdiction.” 

The  transfer  of  t^Se  Coast  Guard,  the  busi¬ 
ness  operations  ofruhe  Maritime  Commission, 
and  the  marine- functions  of  the  Bureau  of 
Customs  to  th)f  Department  of  Commerce  is 
supported.  The  following  extract  from  the 
report  indicates  the  Department’s  views : 

“Close  relationships  with  units  already  in 
the  Dcnjfrtment  or  proposed  for  transfer  to 
the  D/partment  lend  support  to  the  view 
that  the  Coast  Guard  might  appropriately  be 
lodjed  in  the  Department.  In  reaching  this 
decision  we  recognize  that  the  Coast  Guard 
j^erforms  some  auxiliary  activities  of  value  to 
A  he  Treasury  Department,  and  stands  in  ' 
readiness  to  perform  a  variety  of  functions 
for  the  Military  Establishment  in  time  of 
war.  Since  the  bulk  of  the  Coast  Guard’s 
activities,  however,  have  a  close  and  inti¬ 
mate  connection  with  transportation  it  ap¬ 
pears  preferable  to  place  that  agency  with 
other  transportation  organizations  rather 
than  to  leave  it  in  the  Treasury  Department 
or  to  transfer  it  to  the  National  Military  Es¬ 
tablishment.  So  long  as  the  organization  of 
the  Coast  Guard  is  maintained  substantially 
without  change,  a  transfer  during  time  of 
war  to  the  National  Military  .Establishment 
could  be  effected  without  difficulty.  *  *  *” 

The  Department  agrees  with  the  Hoover 
Commission  that  most  of  the  functions  now 
supervised  by  the  Maritime  Commission  are 
of  the  character  for  which  unified  adminis¬ 
tration  and  direction  is  desirable,  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  proposed  transfer,  as  follows: 

“The  various  operating  functions,  in  par¬ 
ticular  those  in  connection  with  the  huge 
Government-owned  fleet,  can  certainly  be 
administered  to  greater  advantage  by  a  sin¬ 
gle  administrator  than  by  a  board.  The  De¬ 
partment  thinks  that  these  functions  might 
well  be  placed  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
over-all  transportation  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  same  conclusion  applies  to 
the  training  functions  of  the  Commission 
and  this  conclusion  is  strengthened  if,  as  is 


also  proposed,  the  activities  of  the  Coast 
Guard  to  be  transferred  to  the  Department. 
This  follows  since  there  should  be  a  close 
relationship  between  the  training  of  seafar¬ 
ing  personnel  conducted  by  the  Commission 
and  the  maintenance  of  employment  stand¬ 
ards  for  this  personnel  by  the  Coa/t  Guard.” 

The  Department  likewise  suppptts  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  a  study  of/the  marine 
functions  of  the  Bureau  of  (^ustoms  with  a 
view  to  consolidation  with  other  marine 
functions  within  the  Department,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“A  preliminary  review"  of  the  activities  of 
the  Bureau  of  Custom/  suggests  the  possibil¬ 
ity  that  certain  of  The  functions  which  it 
performs  might  be/consolidated  with  either 
those  of  the  Coast  Guard  or  with  the  func¬ 
tions  transferred  from  the  Maritime  Com- 

■epartment  is  inclined  to  be- 
:ction  of  marine  administra- 
.  of  admeasurement,  and  the 
:ations  and  documents  might 
a  whole  or  in  part  without 
rference  with  the  basic  work 
if  Customs.  Accordingly,  we 
i  of  having  a  study  made  by 
up,  such  as  the  Bureau  of  the 
new  to  determining  which,  if 
any,  of  these  functions  appropriately  belong 
in  the  new  transportation  organization.” 

The  recommendation  which  would  create 
within  the  Department  a  Bureau  of  High¬ 
way  Transportation,  to  be  composed  of  the 
Public  Roads  Administration  and  the  motor 
carrier  safety  functions  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  is  endorsed,  as 
follows : 

“The  basic  activity  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration — sponsoring  the  development 
of  an  adequate  system  of  public  roads 
through  a  Federal  grant-in-aid  program — 
is  parallel  to  the  major  activities  of  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Administration;  that  is 
sponsoring  and  promoting  the  development 
of  an  adequate  system  of  airports  through 
a  grant-in-aid  program  and  the  actual  es¬ 
tablishment  of  airway  facilities.  The  De¬ 
partment  is  convinced  that  it  is  desirable 
to  group  these  related  promotional  activi¬ 
ties  under  unified  policy  and  budgetary  con¬ 
trols  and  accordingly  agrees  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
that  the  Public  Roads  Administration  be 
lodged  in  the  Department.  *  *  *  It 

might  also  be  noted  that  safety  work  in 
the  motor-transport  field  has  virtually 
no  connection  with  the  basic  task  of  eco¬ 
nomic  regulation  entrusted  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission.  Accordingly, 
\this  function  could  be  transferred  from  the 
Commission  without  interfering  with  the 
Commission’s  normal  operations.” 

The  Department  also  supports  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  new  Bureau  of  Railroad  Trans¬ 
portation  composed  of  the  railway  safety 
functions,  the  car-service  functions,  the 
railroad-cbnsolidation-planning  functions  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and 
the  Office  of  Defense  Transportation.  Its 
conclusions  afe  as  follows: 

“Preparation  Of  a  basic  consolidation  plan 
might  well  be  entrusted  to  the  Department, 
w&ich  has  over-alt,  responsibility  for  na¬ 
tional  transportation  programing,  and  which 
has  particular  responsibility  for  planning 
route  patterns  for  land,  air,  and  water 
transport.  Since  these  responsibilities  have 
been  recommended  for  the  Department  and 
since  the  Department  has  ‘already  agreed 
that  it  represents  the  most  appropriate 
agency  for  the  centralized  coordination  of 
these  planning  functions,  the  Department 
also  believes  that  it  should  have  the  initial 
responsibility  for  planning  railroad 'consol¬ 
idations.”  \ 

The  Department  agrees  that  a  consider¬ 
able  part  of  the  fisheries  functions  has'^o 
do  directly  with  commercial  operation  and 
international  agreements,  but  points  out 
that  it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  between 
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?gests  that  there  should  be  some  way  to 
siSyolify  a  system  which  required  a  GAO  audit 
in  detail  of  each  transaction  which  the  ECA 
ContBeller  has  already  audited. 

Mr.  Hoffman  also  adds  an  endorsement  of 
the  repoi$  on  general  services.  He  states  that 
“We  have^in  ECA  successfully  grouped  to¬ 
gether  the^  functions  of  supply,  records 
management\and  space  which  are  proposed 
for  the  Goventanent-wlde  Office  of  General 
Services.  While^the  method  of  operation  of 
the  proposed  offick  would  necessarily  be  dif¬ 
ferent,  I  see  no  reason  why  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  should  not  wdfcjc  well  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  as  a  whole.” 

The  full  text  of  iSf.  Hoffman’s  letter 
follows : 

Economic  Cooperation 

Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,J^y  13,  1949. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Ex-^mditures 
in  the  Executive  Depafitonents, 
United  States  Senate,  Wash\glon, 

D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  This  letter  is  iX  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  request  of  May  23,  1949,  ffca  a 
report  relative  to  the  various  recommend 
tions  and  textual  discussions  in  the  report! 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the1 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  which 
affect  the  Economic  Cooperation  Adminis¬ 
tration.  Each  report  affecting  ECA  is  dis¬ 
cussed  separately.  While  the  Commission 
made  no  study  of  ECA’s  organization,  it  has 
made  a  number  of  recommendations  which 
would  affeet  ECA  if  adopted. 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS 

Based  upon  my  experience  in  ECA,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  general  organizational  concepts  of 
the  Commission  with  regard  to  foreign  af¬ 
fairs  are  sound.  The  establishment  and  suc¬ 
cessful  operation  of  ECA  as  a  separate  agency, 
working  in  close  collaboration  with  the  State 
Department  as  well  as  other  agencies,  seems 
to  me  to  indicate  the  wisdom  of  the  sug¬ 
gested  arrangement. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  authority  of  the  Diplo¬ 
matic  Mission  Chief  would  appear  to  sug¬ 
gest  the  need  for  some  change  in  the  exist¬ 
ing  arrangements  between  ECA  and  State  in 
the  participating  countries.  The  present  ar¬ 
rangements  under  ECA’s  basic  act  have,  in 
my  observation,  worked  very  smoothly. 
These  place  responsibility  on  the  Chief  of 
the  Diplomatic  Mission  for  “assuring  that 
the  operations  of  the  special  mission  (ECA) 
are  consistent  with  the  foreign-policy  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States,”  and  provide  for 
appeal  to  the  special  representative,  to  the^ 
Secretary  of  State,  and  to  the  Economic  Cc 
operation  Administrator  if  differences  are  n/St 
resolved.  While  on  paper  this  arrangement 
appears  cumbersome,  in  practice  it/  has 
worked  well.  I  would  find  my  responsibility 
for  conduct  of  the  ECA  program  greajfy  com¬ 
plicated  by  any  change  in  thesafarrange- 
ments.  In  any  case,  it  would  careainly  not 
appear  wise  to  make  basic  statutory  changes 
in  the  organization  of  a  show-term  agency 
such  as  ECA,  unless  there  Jfere  compelling 
reasons  for  such  changes,  jffo  my  knowledge 
there  are  no  such  reasons 


OVERSEAS  ADR 
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I  am  interested  in/the  Commission’s  rec¬ 
ommendation  that^ongress  direct  a  com¬ 
prehensive  study  of  the  problems  of  adminis¬ 
tration  of  overseas  programs. 

With  respecuCo  the  Commission’s  sugges¬ 
tion  that  EGA  and  other  agencies  having 
overseas  programs  be  included  in  an  Admin¬ 
istration  ojfoverseas  Affairs,  I  have  two  com¬ 
ments:  Hirst,  as  indicated  above,  it  would 
appear  ^unwise  to  make  any  basic  statutory 
changes  in  the  organization  of  a  short-term 
agency  such  as  ECA,  more  or  less  in  mld- 
strwun.  Second,  the  proposed  combination 
in f  one  agency  of  such  functions  as  govern¬ 
ment  of  Territories,  the  American  Battle 


Monuments  Commission,  and  Philippine  Re¬ 
habilitation,  and  the  kind  of  economic  deal¬ 
ing  with  sovereign  states  carried  on  by  ECA 
appears  somewhat  anomalous.  Because  of 
the  vastly  differing  relative  importance  of 
these  programs  in  United  States  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  and  the  diversity  of  functions  involved, 
this  consolidation  in  one  agency  could  read¬ 
ily  result  in  loss  of  sufficient  emphasis  on  the 
major  tasks. 

GENERAL  MANAGEMENT  OP  THE  EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH 

In  general,  ECA  has  been  able,  because  of 
freedoms  permitted  it  under  its  authorizing 
and  appropriation  acts,  to  follow  most  of 
the  basic  principles  suggested  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  in  its  recommendations  on  general 
management  of  the  executive  branch,  and 
particularly  those  dealing  with  departmental 
management.  The  application  of  these  prin¬ 
ciples  in  ECA  has  worked  well. 

Under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  had  wide  latitude  to  or¬ 
ganize  ECA,  to  appoint  its  staff,  and  to  con¬ 
trol  its  administration.  Without  this  lati¬ 
tude  the  job  would  have  been  very  much 
more  complicated. 

The  staff  organization  of  ECA  corresponds 
closely  to  that  recommended  in  the  report, 
keven  though  the  names  of  the  offices  are  notj 
ientical. 

aralleling  the  recommendations  of 
report,  we  have  given  emphasis  to  the^Br- 
gansition  and  management  function.,  J 

Wn»e  we  do  not  have  a  field  serviy  com¬ 
parable^)  those  of  agencies  operating  in  the 
United  a^tes.  we  do  have  the  Office  of  the 
Special  R<Vresentative  in  Paris,  agd  the  Eu¬ 
ropean  country  missions,  as  welJras  missions 
in  China  anH.  Korea.  In  tha^pirit  of  the 
Commission’s  Reports,  we  Jlave  delegated 
maximum  d isolation  to  tUB  field.  Instead 
of  providing  a  ceirta-al  control  office  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  through  wntah  business  in  the  field 
is  regulated,  we  hav^||rcouraged  direct  deal¬ 
ing  by  the  division^tfn  Washington  with 
their  opposite  numJJlrs'lai  the  field.  A  spe¬ 
cial  assistant  for  flwersea9Midministration  in 
the  Office  of  tha^Director  at  Administration 
keeps  a  watchUfl  eye  out  toVee  that  appro¬ 
priate  arrana^nents  are  maafc  for  guiding 
and  servicii^ the  overseas  establishments. 

ERSONNEL  MANAGEMER 

I  belike  the  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  pay  are  in  tns  right 
dire  yon.  ECA  has  had  the  advanwfce  of 
25 jpsitions  which  can  be  paid  rates  active 
$yf00O  per  year  but  not  in  excess  of  $15, r 
lis  provision  has  enabled  us  to  recruit  stab 
of  a  caliber  we  simply  could  not  have  ob-b 
tained  under  usual  Federal  pay  rates.  The 
result  has  been,  I  am  sure,  to  save  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  money  by  enabling  the  agency  to 
emphasize  quality  rather  than  quantity. 

BUDGETING  AND  ACCOUNTING 

ECA  has  had  the  benefit  of  a  simple  appro¬ 
priation  structure.  It  seems  to  me  this 
should  work  as  well  for  other  agencies  which 
apparently  now  have  very  numerous  detailed 
and  restrictive  appropriations. 

In  connection  with  the  recommendations, 
for  strengthening  the  administrative  man¬ 
agement  work  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

I  should  like  to  report  that  ECA  has  drawn 
heavily  upon  this  part  of  the  Bureau.  Three 
of  our  key  officials  were  secured  from  the 
Bureau  and  a  number  of  its  experts  have 
been  made  available  to  us  on  a  temporary 
basis.  If  the  Bureau  were  equipped  to  pro¬ 
vide  equivalent  service  to  all  agencies,  it 
would  in  this  way  make  an  Important  con¬ 
tribution  to  governmental  operations. 

If  I  understand  the  report  correctly,  there 
is  at  present  no  single  place  in  the  executive 
branch  for  the  maintenance  of  the  central 
accounts  of  the  Government,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  accounting  systems  for  use  through¬ 
out  the  Government,  and  the  preparation  of 
financial  reports.  I  don’t  know  how  a  busi¬ 
ness  could  operate  under  such  a  diffused 


arrangement.  Strengthening  the  Treasury 
Department  in  this  respect  appears  logical. 
With  respect  to  auditing,  it  would  app'ear 
that  there  should  be  some  way  to  simplify 
a  system  which  required  the  GAO  to  audit 
in  detail  each  transaction  which  ythe  ECA 
controller  has  already  audited.  Jt. he  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendation  for  a'  simple  or 
business-type  of  audit  appealarto  me. 

OFFICE  OF  GENERAL  SERVICES - SUPPLY 

ACTIVITIES; 

ECA  would  be  serviced  by  the  proposed 
Office  of  General  Servings,  so  the  suitability 
of  the  proposed  Office ’is  of  interest  to  us. 
We  have  in  ECA  successfully  grouped  to¬ 
gether  those  funggions  of  supply,  records 
management,  and  space  which  are  proposed 
for  the  Government-wide  Office  of  General 
Services.  While  the  method  of  operation  of 
the  proposed*  Office  would  necessarily  be  dif¬ 
ferent,  I  so#  no  reason  why  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  shoiild  not  work  well  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  aa&  whole. 

sincerely  yours, 

Paul  G.  Hoffman, 

Administrator. 

^IBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  ALEXANDER  F. 
'  WHITNEY— ARTICLE  BY  JAY  FRANKLIN 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks,  a  very  beautiful  article  written 
by  Jay  Franklin  on  the  life  and  work  of 
Alexander  F.  Whitney. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

WE,  THE  PEOPLE :  THE  END  OF  THE  RUN 

(By  Jay  Franklin) 

The  sudden  death  of  Alexander  F.  Whit¬ 
ney,  president  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Rail¬ 
way  Trainmen,  removes  from  public  life  one 
of  the  great  servants  of  the  American  people. 
Had  he  devoted  the  same  talent  and  energy 
to  the  making  of  money  as  he  did  to  the 
security  and  welfare  of  the  men  on  whom  the 
economic  life  of  the  Nation  depends,  he  would 
have  died  a  multimillionaire.  Instead,  his 
memorial  is  found  in  the  great  body  of  rail¬ 
way  labor  whom  he  led  and  whose  interests 
he  promoted. 

Even  in  his  late  seventies,  when  most  pub¬ 
lic  men  become  either  living  monuments  or 
stuffed  shirts,  he  had  a  gaiety,  a  lightness  of 
touch,  combined  with  determination  and 
courage,  that  set  him  apart  from  the  scowl¬ 
ing  huskies  who  had  long  supplied  cartoon¬ 
ists  with  their  raw  material  for  attacks  on 
ae  right  of  working  people  to  organize  and 
b%gain  for  their  common  interests. 

had,  as  his  secret  weapon  in  the  long 
struXle  for  welfare,  a  great  fund  of  moral 
coura^k  derived  largely  from  his  boyhood 
as  the  a»n  of  a  poor  Methodist  preacher  in 
rural  miXAmerica.  This  courage  carried 
him  through  the  bravest  single  episode  in 
our  recent  pflfclic  life:  his  decision  to  support 
wholeheartedlVfor  reelection  President  Tru¬ 
man,  who  had^andled  him  roughly  in  the 
railway  strike  or^946  and  whom  Whitney 
had  vowed  to  deflmt.  For  self-conquest  of 
this  kind  is  rare  in  a\v  walk  of  life  and  there 
are  few  men  who  darXacknowledge  publicly 
that  their  previous  puljjic  position  was  in 
error. 

It  is  hard  for  me  to  write  dispassionately 
of  A.  F.  Whitney.  He  was  not  only  a  polit¬ 
ical  associate  of  mine  for  manVyears  but  was 
also  a  warm  personal  friend.  HVdid  not  give 
his  word  or  his  friendship  lightly,  for  when 
he  gave  it  he  went  all  the  way.  Irnene  of  my 
last  talks  with  him,  he  told  me  tlmt  never 
again  would  he  have  any  part  in  cabling  a 
Nation-wide  strike  of  railway  worker?!  He 
recognized  that  the  public  convenience!and 
necessity  was,  in  fact,  paramount  and  that 
the  welfare  of  the  brotherhoods  could  not ' 
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.  promoted  by  placing  them  In  antagonism  to 
‘the  public  interest,  no  matter  how  justified 
their  grievances. 

Curing  the  last  campaign,  he  made  the 
greatest  single  contribution  to  President 
Trurftpn’s  victory.  He  recalled  the  brother- 
hood^ace  negotiator,  Walter  Munro,  from 
the  wage  conference  with  the  ojwators  at 
ChicagolVn  order  to  be  on  hand Jto  give  ad¬ 
vice  and  \erve  as  liaison  withr  the  White 
House.  Tlrkg,  in  effect,  meant  me  sacrifice  of 
several  cents'an  hour,  at  a  t^ne  when  every 
cent  meant  millions  of  dolla/s.  He  believed, 
quite  justifiably,  that  theAeelection  of  an 
administration  f«}iich  wa/  friendly  to  labor 
would  serve  as  greater/  protection  to  the 
workers  than  any  specipc  wage  agreement. 

His  passing  mark^uhe  end  of  a  career 
which  was  as  typioftly  American  as  that 
of  Henry  Ford  or  I^irry,  Truman.  As  a  poor 
boy  he  had  to  m^Jce  his'  way  and  he  rose  to 
the  top  and  heLfl  his  position,  by  his  own 
efforts  and  because  he  was  wise  enough  to 
realize  that  p/wer  in  a  democracy  depends 
on  making  yourself  useful  to  large  numbers 
of  people.  / 

Here  was'a  big  man  who  did  a  big  job  and 
was  fightjng,  gaily  and  gallantly,  to  the  very 
end  of  frbe  long  run.  He  died  as  such  men 
should/die :  quite  suddenly,  while  still  active 
and  iriterested  in  the  work  which  lay  before 
him.  The  world  is  the  poorer  when  men  like 
hint  leave  it,  though  in  this  case  his  legacy 
speaks  for  itself  in  the  existence  of  a  stable, 
noncommunistic,  middle-of-the-road,  mid¬ 
dle-class  organization  of  the  men  and  women 
whom  we  all  need  to  keep  the  country  mov¬ 
ing,  working,  and  living. 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FOREIGN  AID 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  unanimous-consent  request,  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  read  the  request  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Ordered,  That,  in  connection  with  H.  R. 
4830,  the  Foreign  Aid  appropriation  bill  for 
19E0,  the  majority  and  minority  leaders  of 
the  Senate  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  author¬ 
ized  to  fix  a  time  for  the  consideration  of  the 
motion  entered  on  July  28,  1949,  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Knowland]  to  re¬ 
consider  the  vote  of  the  Senate  sustaining 
an  appeal  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft]  from  a  decision  of  the  Vice  President 
overruling  a  point  of  order  made  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  question  of  germaneness 
of  an  amendment  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  relating  to  the  purchase  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  products  had  been  decided 
by  the  Senate  in  the  affirmative,  it  was  never¬ 
theless  in  order  to  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  as  being  general 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

Ordered  further,  That  the  entering  of  the 
motion  to  Reconsider  the  said  vote  shall  in 
no  wise  interfere  with  the  right  or  authority 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  in  the 
meantime  to  consider  said  bill  and  to  report 
same  to  the  Senate,  or  with  the  right  of  the 
Senate  to  proceed  to  its  consideration:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  in  this  connection  all 
points  of  order  be,  and  they  are  hereby, 
waived  with  respect  to  any  amendments  that 
may  be  reported  or  offered  by  the  said  com¬ 
mittee  or  that  may  be  offered  from  the  floor, 
and  that  all  such  amendments  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  upon  their  respective  merits. 

Ordered  further,  That  final  action  upon  the 
motion  to  reconsider  shall  in  no  way  be 
deemed  to  affect  any  action  taken  by  the 
Senate  in  the  meantime  on  the  said  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  that  it  shall  have  effect 
only  as  a  precedent  of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
state  that  the  proposed  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  was  drafted  by  the  Par¬ 
liamentarian  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry]. 
In  the  first  paragraph  it  is  proposed  to 
hold  in  status  quo,  so  to  speak,  the  mo¬ 
tion  made  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Knowland]  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  was 
overruled  on  an  appeal  by  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft], 

Holding  that  in  abeyance,  the  second 
part  of  the  proposed  unanimous-consent 
agreement  is  that  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
priations  shall  proceed  with  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  European  recovery  bill  and 
bring  it  back  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
that  all  points  of  order  against  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill  will  be 
waived,  and  that  the  bill,  with  the 
amendments,  may  be  taken  up  on  its 
merits — in  other  words,  may  be  passed 
by  a  majority  vote.  That  is  the  sum  and 
substance  of  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  invite  the  attention 
of  the  distinguished  Vice  President  and 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that 
on  Wednesday,  July  27,  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  made  the  point  of  order 
that  a  certain  amendment  to  the  bill 
was  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
in  the  first  instance  that  point  of  order 
was  not  acted  upon,  but  later  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  made 
the  point  about  germaneness,  and  the 
Senate  passed  upon  that  question.  Later 
the  distinguished  Vice  President  ruled 
that  in  view  of  that  fact,  the  point  of 
order  which  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
made  that  the  amendment  was  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill  was  not 
well  taken.  Then  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  raised  a  different  point  of  order, 
which  caused  the  bill  to  be  sent  back  to 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 

In  the  event  a  motion  to  reconsider 
that  vote  is  made,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  will  make  the  point  of  order  against 
the  motion  to  reconsider  that  there  is 
nothing  before  the  Senate  to  reconsider. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  contemplated 
in  this  proposed  agreement. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  think  it  is  con¬ 
templated  at  all  in  the  proposed  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  It  is  clearly  under¬ 
stood  in  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  that  until  the  bill  gets  back  to  the 
Senate,  there  can  be  no  motion  to  re¬ 
consider. 

IVJr.  LUCAS.  But  the  Senator  from 
California  has  already  given  notice  of  a 
motion  to  reconsider.  Yesterday  he  rose 
and  said: 

Mr.  President,  on  page  10478  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  yesterday  appears  the 
vote  by  which  the  Senate  did  not  sustain 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  The  Record  will 
show  that  I  voted  on  the  prevailing  side. 
At  this  time  I  serve  notice  that  I  shall  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  was  not  sustained. 

In  other  words,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  contends  that  that  is  an  academic 
question  now,  because  the  Senate  has 
nothing  before  it  to  reconsider. 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  understands  that  perfectly; 
but  if  the  bill  is  brought  back  to  the 
Senate  by  the  committee,  a  motion  to 
reconsider  will  be  in  order.  We  ask  that 
that  whole  procedure  be  held  in  abey¬ 
ance,  and  that  we  take  up  the  bill  and 
dispose  of  it,  and  then  come  back  to  the 
motion  to  reconsider.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  proposed  unanffnous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Perhaps  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Comjnittee  understands  it  now,  but 
certainly  the  Senator  from  California 
thought  he  was  acting  in  good  faith 
under  the  rule,  when  he  gave  notice  yes¬ 
terday  that  he  would  move  to  reconsider. 

The  point  I  intend  to  make  at  the 
proper  time,  and  it  is  a  very  important 
parliamentary  point,  is  that  once  the 
Chair  ruled  that  this  bill  should  go  back 
to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  that 
was  the  end  of  the  matter,  so  far  as  the 
Senate  was  concerned,  until  the  bill 
comes  back  again  from  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  to  the  Senate,  and  es¬ 
pecially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  bill 
went  back  to  the  committee  on  a  dif¬ 
ferent  point  of  order  than  the  one  the 
Senator  from  California  seeks  to  have 
the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  upon. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Nevertheless,  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  cannot  be  taken  up  in 
the  Senate  until  the  bill  comes  back  from 
the  committee. 

In  this  unanimous-consent  agreement 
we  propose  to  lay  that  proceeding  aside 
and  to  go  on  with  the  bill. 

In  this  connection  I  may  add  that  I 
have  talked  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry],  who  is  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  and  Administration.  I 
have  also  conferred  with  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  and  with  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft],  All  of  us  agree  that  the  rule 
with  respect  to  what  can  be  done  by  the 
Senate  in  regard  to  legislation  inserted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  in  an 
appropriation  bill  is  not  clear,  and  we 
are  going  to  make  an  effort  to  remove 
that  vagueness. 

There  is  also  the  question  of  the  utter 
futility  of  sending  the  bill  back  to  the 
committee.  That  should  be  reconsid¬ 
ered.  This  very  question  of  germane¬ 
ness  should  be  reconsidered  by  the 
Senate. 

I  can  assure  the  Senate  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  and  I,  as  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  will  confer  with 
other  Senators  and  will  see  if  we  can 
straighten  out  some  of  our  archaic  rules, 
so  that  the  Senate  may  proceed  without 
interruption. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  to¬ 
tally  in  agreement  with  the  Senator  as 
to  the  chaos  occurring  under  the  rules,  as 
we  have  seen  the  situation  develop  in 
connection  with  this  matter.  However, 
the  point  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  unanimous-consent  agreement  is 
not  what  we  are  going  to  do  in  the  future 
in  connection  with  a  possible  change  in 
the  rules,  but  it  is  what  we  are  going  to 
do  now  about  waiving  all  points  of  order 
with  respect  primarily  to  the  two-thirds 
rule  as  to  the  writing  of  legislation  into 
an  appropriation  bill. 
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Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  wishes  to  know  my  own  feeling, 
let  me  say  that  we  are  very  much  behind 
in  the  enactment  of  all  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills,  and  we  cannot  get  action 
upon  them  promptly  unless  something 
along  the  line  we  have  suggested  is  done; 
at  least,  that  is  the  easiest  way  to  get 
prompt  action,  and  that  is  why  the 
agreement  has  been  proposed. 

Among  the  appropriation  bills  yet  to 
be  acted  upon  by  the  Senate  are  the 
independent  offices  appropriation  bill, 
which  is  the  pending  business  at  this 
time;  the  Interior  Department  appropri¬ 
ation  bill;  and  the  military  department 
appropriation  bill.  All  these  bills  are 
jammed  up.  I  am  trying  to  get  action 
taken  on  them,  and  the  method  we  pro¬ 
pose  will  result  in  action. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  share 
the  Senator’s  desire,  but  I  hope  he  is  not 
saying  to  the  Senate  that  unless  we  fol¬ 
low  the  procedure  he  suggests,  we  will  not 
have  action  taken  on  the  ECA  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  That  would  seem  to  be  the  im¬ 
plication. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  say  that  the  way  we 
propose  is  the  easiest  way. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  may  be,  but  at  the 
same  time  it  seems  to  me  that  the  way 
now  proposed  would  do  quite  a  good 
deal  of  violence  to  some  of  the  very  im¬ 
portant  rules  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  am  primarily  Inter¬ 
ested  in  speed,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Has  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  concluded? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  still  re¬ 
serve  the  right  to  object. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Very  well. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  concur  in  what  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  has  said  with  respect  to  the 
unanimous-consent  request.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar]  ap¬ 
pointed  a  subcommittee  to  wait  upon  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  and  also 
upon  other  Senators  who  are  interested 
in  the  motions  which  have  been  made. 

This  request  is  in  two  parts.  The  first 
part  simply  leaves  in  status  quo  every 
right  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland]  has  in  reference  to  the  notice 
he  served  on  the  Senate  that  he  would 
move  to  have  the  vote  reconsidered 
whenever  the  bill  is  returned  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  This  part  of  the  request  reserves 
every  right  every  Senator  has  with  re¬ 
spect  to  what  is  encompassed  in  the  par¬ 
liamentary  situation  relative  to  what  has 
been  done  in  connection  with  the  history 
of  this  bill.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the 
first  part  of  the  proposal,  the  idea  be¬ 
ing,  as  the  Senator  from  Arizona  has 
said,  that  it  is  most  important  to  expe¬ 
dite  the  passage  of  these  bills,  if  we  can 
possibly  do  so. 

The  second  part  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  is  the  one  about  which 
I  think  there  might  be  some  issue.  It 
simply  provides  that  the  right  to  raise  a 
point  of  order  against  any  amendment 
to  this  bill  which  we  have  not  yet  con¬ 
sidered  shall  be  waived  and  that  the  bill 
shall  be  taken  up  where  we  left  off  con¬ 
sidering  it,  including  the  McClellan 
amendment.  It  waives  the  right  to  exer¬ 


cise  or  assert  points  of  order  and  to  call 
for  a  two-thirds  vote  by  way  of  suspend¬ 
ing  the  rule.  If  we  do  that,  we  shall  take 
up  the  amendments  on  their  merits.  Any 
Senator  who  objects  to  that,  certainly 
should  not  join  in  the  proposed  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement. 

To  my  mind,  the  agreement  covers  the 
only  point  at  issue  as  to  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  Of  course,  it  would  have 
to  be  made  to  apply  to  any  other  bill 
which  was  desired  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  President,  how  else  can  we  pro¬ 
ceed  in  this  matter?  I  have  given  this 
subject  a  great  deal  of  thought,  and  some 
of  the  other  members  of  the  committee 
have  likewise  done  so,  as  have  some  of 
our  best  parliamentarians. 

Of  course  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  could  strip  the  bill  of  all  amendments, 
and  could  report  it  to  the  Senate  as  a 
skeleton  bill;  and  then  Senators  could 
offer  the  amendments  from  the  floor — 
under  the  theory,  which  is  maintained 
by  the  majority  leader,  that  there  should 
be  a  two-thirds  vote  to  suspend  the  rule 
before  any  amendment  involving  legis¬ 
lation  could  be  considered  in  connection 
with  an  appropriation  bill. 

But,  Mr.  President,  if  that  is  done,  we 
shall  be  here  a  long  time,  because  this 
is  not  the  only  appropriation  bill  carry¬ 
ing  amendments  proposing  legislation. 
We  have  three  or  four  more  bills  coming 
up  that  are  just  as  controversial  as  they 
can  be.  No  one  knows  what  will  happen 
in  connection  with  those  bills.  If,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  bill  from  being  sent 
back  to  the  committee  for  reconsidera¬ 
tion,  we  have  to  offer  from  the  floor  all 
the  amendments  which  the  committee 
already  has  gone  over  so  thoroughly  and 
has  considered  so  carefully,  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Arizona,  who  has  had  so 
much  experience  with  these  matters,  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Kellar],  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
who  has  also  had  very  long  experience 
with  these  matters,  will  agree  that  in 
that  case  we  shaUbe  here  for  some  time. 
Certainly  there  can  be  no  question  about 
that. 

That  was  why  I  joined  in  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  proposal — to  try  to  expe¬ 
dite  the  handling  of  the  appropriation 
bills. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  think  the 
last  course  the  Senator  has  mentioned 
is  the  only  one  we  can  pursue,  namely, 
to  strip  the  appropriation  bills  of  all 
amendments  or  parts  which  relate  to 
legislation. 

I  wish  to  be  frank  about  the  matter, 
and  to  say  that  I  shall  be  compelled  to 
object  to  the  proposal. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  mean  he  will  object  to  the  pro- 
posed'unanimous-consent  agreement? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes;  because  I  think  a 
very  important  matter  is  involved, 
namely,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
is  attempting  to  write  legislation  into  an 
appropriation  bill.  It  was  never  con¬ 
templated  that  that  could  be  done  by 
majority  vote,  but  only  by  two -thirds 
vote. 

Now  the  Senator  is  proposing  that  we 
pi’oceed  in  a  way  in  which  we  have  not 
proceeded  heretofore;  for  many  years  an 


entirely  different  procedure  has  been  ob¬ 
served.  In  other  words,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  proposes  that  the  Senate 
act  by  majority  vote  on  amendments  pro¬ 
posing  legislation  on  appropriation  bills. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  My  suggestion  relates 
to  the  ECA  appropriation  bill.  Of  course, 
as  a  matter  of  fact  we  are  doing  that 
every  day.  In  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  we  were  doing  that 
yesterday  on  item  after  item. 

Mr.  BYRD.  But  we  are  not  doing  it 
when  a  point  of  order  is  made. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  We  were  doing  it  on 
the  theory  that  most  of  the  amendments 
are  limitations  or  are  otherwise  accept¬ 
able. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  we  must 
be  consistent.  If  we  are  going  to  have 
points  of  order  made  in  regard  to  the 
ECA  appropriation  bill  and  require  the 
committee  to  strip  all  the  amendments 
from  that  bill,  that  will  mean  that,  as 
the  bill  is  returned  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  a  two-thirds  vote  will  be  re¬ 
quired  before  any  amendment  contain¬ 
ing  legislation  can  be  considered  in  con¬ 
nection  with  that  bill.  If  we  are  going 
to  pursue  that  course  in  connection  with 
the  ECA  appropriation  bill,  certainly  that 
procedure  should  be  followed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  all  the  other  appropriation 
bills,  because  if  such  amendments  are 
regarded  as  legislation  on  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  similar  amendments 
must  be  regarded  as  legislation  on  other 
appropriation  bills. 

However,  in  connection  with  the  in¬ 
dependent  offices  appropriation  bill  we 
have  been  adopting  amendment  after 
amendment,  for  Instance,  the  one  on 
page  19,  but  no  points  of  order  have  been 
made  as  to  them. 

If  the  majority  leader  is  going  to  in¬ 
sist  on  his  right  to  say  when  he  believes 
the  Senate  should  impose  the  two-thirds 
rule,  then  we  shall  have  to  be  consistent 
and  apply  it  to  all  appropriation  bills. 
If  that  is  done  it  is  going  to  take  a  long 
time  to  have  adopted  the  amendments 
to  all  the  appropriation  bills,  and  any 
Senator,  if  he  does  not  have  his  amend¬ 
ment  agreed  to,  may  make  a  point  of 
order  against  the  bill,  and  thus  all  the 
bill  may  be  recommitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield-to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mx-.  BYRD.  The  minority  leader  may 
take  that  position;  but  other  Members 
of  the  Senate  do  not  believe  there  should 
be  legislation  on  appropriation  bills,  and 
I  happen  to  be  one  of  them.  Unless  some 
very  material  question  were  involved,  I 
doubt  whether  a  Senator  would  be  justi¬ 
fied  in  making  a  point  of  order,  but  in 
this  particular  bill,  Mr.  President,  there 
are  at  least  four  or  five  very  vital  amend¬ 
ments,  which  constitute  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill.  The  Senator  does  not 
contend,  I  imagine,  that  heretofore  we 
have  acted  on  such  amendments  by  a 
majority  vote  when  a  point  of  order  has 
been  made. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No. 
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Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  the  responsibility 
of  individual  Senators. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  is  not  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  quarreling 
with  that  argument.  I  stated  the  pro¬ 
posed  unanimous-consent  agreement 
would  apply  to  the  EGA  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  would  establish  a 
precedent,  Mr.  President,  and  I  want  to 
be  very  frank  in  saying  I  shall  object  to 
it.  I  think  it  is  wrong.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  write  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  by  a  majority  vote.  Where 
a  vital  question  is  affected  as  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  I,  for  one,  intend  to  object  to  such 
a  proposal. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
want  to  reserve  his  right  to  object? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  serve  notice  that  I  am 
going  to  object. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON  and  Mr.  TAFT  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  has  the  floor.  On  a 
reservation,  the  Chair  will  recognize  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  in  his  own  right, 
as  soon  as  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
has  finished. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I,  of  course,  share 
the  views  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  that  it  is  not  a  desirable  practice 
for  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
write  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill, 
or  to  attempt  to  do  so.  The  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader  will  no  doubt  re¬ 
call  that  when  the  McClellan  amendment 
was  presented  to  our  committee,  I  made 
a  parliamentary  inquiry.  I  asked  the 
Chairman  whether  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  privileged  to  make  a  point 
of  order  that  the  amendment  was  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and  there¬ 
fore  was  improper  for  the  committee  to 
consider.  The  Senator  will  recall  that, 
no  doubt.  He  will  also  recall  that  the 
Chairman  advised  me  not  to  make  the 
point  of  order,  but  that,  if  I  did,  it  would 
be  overruled.  I  then  said,  “I  have  no 
real  objection  to  the  committee  consid¬ 
ering  this  and  other  amendments  on 
their  merits,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned.” 
I  thought  it  was  in  violation  of  the  rules 
of  the  Senate,  but  we  have  a  very  friendly 
relationship  in  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  were  only  seeking  to  do 
what  we  thought  was  best  for  the  coun¬ 
try.  The  amendments  were  adopted, 
and  we  face  a  very  serious  problem  of 
whether  we  shall  announce  to  all  the 
world  that  what  we  have  said  was  a  vi¬ 
tal  and  impoi’tant  component  part  of  our 
program  to  preserve  the  peace  shall  be 
left  without  funds,  day  after  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  A  continuing  resolution 
has  been  adopted. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Even  with  the 
continuing  resolution,  it  is  not  in  my 
opinion  a  very  happy  solution  of  the 
problem.  The  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  I  understand  would  like  to  bring  the 
ECA  bill  back  to  the  Senate  promptly,  if 
we  can  get  an  agreement  in  this  emer¬ 
gency  to  let  the  amendments  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  for  this  time  and,  as 
I  understand,  without  constituting  a 
precedent,  in  view  of  the  conflicting  opin¬ 


ions  as  to  what  we  are  doing,  and  in  that 
way  expedite  action  on  the  bill. 

Under  those  circumstances,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  very  much  hope  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  will  not  object.  I  agree 
with  him  in  principle,  but  we  face  a  very 
serious  emergency,  and  if  it  be  clearly 
understood  that  this  is  not  to  be  a  prece¬ 
dent,  I  hope  the  Senator  will  agree  that 
we  may  take  up  the  ECA  bill,  pass  it, 
let  it  go  to  conference,  where  all  the 
differences  may  be  ironed  out,  so  that 
this  important  legislation  may  be  enacted 
into  law. 

Senators  who  are  members  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  will  recall  that 
we  have  on  our  military  supply  bill  some 
legislation.  One  feature  relates  to  the 
Renegotiation  Act.  It  is  a  very  vital 
principle. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  why  was  it  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  wrote  legislation  on  the 
bill?  This  action  has  created  this  con¬ 
troversy.  The  Senate  has  not  created  it. 
Why  was  it  the  committee  wrote  what  is 
clearly  legislation  on  this  particular  bill? 
If  they  had  not  done  that,  the  situation 
which  now  confronts  us  would  not  exist. 
Why  did  not  the  21  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  vote  against  every  one  of  them? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  was  only  1  of 
the  21. 

Mr.  BYRD.  In  this  instance,  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  exceeded  its 
authority.  My  colleague  will  agree  to 
that,  will  he  not? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  They  were  adopted 
over  my  vigorous  protest. 

Mr.  BYRD.  But  the  committee  ex¬ 
ceeded  its  authority  in  including  amend¬ 
ments  which  would  be  subject  to  a  point 
of  order,  and  the  Senate  under  the  rules 
can  only  approve  such  legislative  amend¬ 
ments  by  a  two-thirds  vote. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  yield  the  floor,  because  I  think  the 
presentation  has  been  made  in  all  its 
aspects.  I  should  like  to  say  one  or  two 
more  things  in  conclusion,  however.  I 
am  not  arguing  the  point  of  order.  I  am 
not  arguing  what  right  the  Senate  has 
or  does  not  have.  I  admit  all  the  things 
which  have  been  said  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Virginia,  but  I 
say  that  every  appropriation  bill  which 
comes  out  of  the  Senate  and  every  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  which  comes  out  of  the 
House,  if  you  please,  contains  legislation. 
If  we  were  to  take  this  bill  and  strip  it 
of  all  the  legislation  the  House  wrote  into 
it,  there  would  not  be  very  many  pages 
of  it  left.  That  is  true  of  every  appro¬ 
priation  bill  that  is  reported.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  asked,  why  are  such  amendments 
written  into  the  bills?  The  reason  is 
that  some  of  the  very  Senators  who  are 
on  the  floor  at  this  moment  come  to  the 
committee  and  request  the  committee  to 
write  them  in,  and,  after  a  vote  is  taken, 
the  amendments  go  in  the  bill.  Certainly 
there  is  a  difference  between  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  Senators  have  passed  upon 
and  incorporated  in  the  bill  as  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  and  an  amendment 
which  is  merely  offered  from  the  floor  of 
the  Senate.  That  is  what  the  committee 
is  for.  Very  wisely,  the  committee  has 
considered  the  amendments  and  adopted 
them  only  after  a  vote. 
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I  agree  with  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Virginia  that  the  two-thirds  rule 
should  be  sustained  in  attacking  espe¬ 
cially  amendments  which  are  simply 
riders,  containing  provisions  which  are 
in  no  wise  germane  to  the  subject.  In 
such  cases,  certainly  the  two-thirds  rule 
should  be  applied.  But  in  this  instance 
the  committee  has  adopted  the  amend¬ 
ments,  just  as  the  provisions  were 
adopted  by  the  House.  We  cannot  even 
raise  a  point  of  order  against  any  House 
provisions,  though  we  can  move  to  amend 
a  House  provision.  In  the  Senate  we  do 
exactly  what  is  done  in  the  House,  but 
when  the  bill  comes  before  the  Senate, 
it  is  claimed  we  have  exceeded  our 
authority.  Such  procedure  has  been 
followed  for  many  years. 

If  Senators  do  not  approve  the  amend¬ 
ments,  they  can,  of  course,  vote  them 
down.  I  clo  not  want  to  be  unfair  about 
it.  I  do  not  want  to  misrepresent  any¬ 
thing.  I  agree  that  if  the  unanimous 
consent  request  is  granted,  the  right  to 
make  points  of  order  and  to  require  a 
two-thirds  vote  will  be  relinquished;  the 
amendments  will  be  considered  on  their 
merits,  and  determined  by  majority 
vote.  I  am  only  asking,  however,  for 
that  to  be  done  on  the  ECA  bill.  But 
I  point  out  that  it  is  not  the  only  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  There  are  those  who 
are  vitally  interested  in  the  ECA  bill, 
because  of  the  impact  they  say  a  failure 
to  pass  it  may  have.  That  is  why  I  am 
pleading  to  have  the  bill  again  reported 
to  the  Senate  with  a  minimum  loss  of 
time.  But,  if  we  are  going  to  apply 
the  general  rule  because  there  is  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  I  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia,  it  should  not  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  every  amendment.  If  it  is  it 
ought  to  be  applied  to  amendments  to 
every  appropriation  bill  until  the  rules 
are  changed. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  it  has  always  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  every  bill.  Legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill  has  always  been  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order.  If  the  point  of 
order  is  not  made,  the  amendment  goes 
through.  But  it  has  always  been  subject 
to  a  point  of  order.  How  is  this  bill  dif¬ 
ferent  from  any  other  bill?  I  cannot 
understand  the  Senator’s  position. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  going  to 
argue  the  rule. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  a  moment.  I  may 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio,  the  other  day,  when  the  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  was  asked  this  question  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska,  “If 
we  vote  favorably  on  the  question  of  the 
germaneness  of  the  amendment,  do  we 
at  the  same  time  settle  the  issue  of 
whether  a  point  of  order  lies  against  it?” 
The  Parliamentarian  said,  “Yes.”  The 
Senate  voted  on  that  question,  at  least, 
with  the  interpretation  placed  upon  it 
by  the  Parliamentarian,  and  it  seems  to 
me  that,  to  come  back  and  argue  it  now, 
is  a  double-barreled  proposition.  The 
Senate,  by  that  particular  vote,  settled 
the  issue. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  In  a  moment.  I 
should  like  to  finish  this  observation.  I 
shall  then  be  glad  to  yield  to  any  Sena¬ 
tor.  I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  of  merit 
in  this  double-barreled  proposition.  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that 
probably  this  right  should  be  preserved, 
but  if  it  is,  certainly  there  must  be  a 
change  of  the  rule,  even  though  this 
practice  has  been  followed  heretofore. 
We  continually  violate  the  rule  when  we 
place  legislation  on  appropriation  bills. 
It  goes  through  on  its  merits,  time  and 
time  again.  Senators  do  not  want  to 
raise  a  point  of  order,  because  the  bill 
may  be  one  which  they  desire  to  have 
passed.  It  may  be  that  no  point  of  order 
will  be  made  against  the  bill;  but  if  we 
start  from  the  beginning  and  go  to  the 
end,  we  shall  find  that  appropriation 
bills  are  littered  with  legislation  written 
in  by  the  House. 

I  shall  be  glad  now  to  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact 
that  in  this  particular  bill,  beginning  on 
page  2,  over  half  of  the  provisions  on 
that  page  involve  legislation.  On  page  3 
practically  two-thirds  is  legislation. 
The  bill  has  been  examined  by  the  Par¬ 
liamentarian,  so  I  am  speaking  with  au¬ 
thority.  The  first  five  lines  on  page  3  are 
legislation.  Lines  18  to  20  are  legisla¬ 
tion.  Practically  all  of  page  5  is  legis¬ 
lation.  Three-fourths  of  page  6  is  legis¬ 
lation.  All  of  page  7  is  legislation.  All 
of  page  8  is  legislation.  Approximately 
half  of  page  9  is  legislation.  Page  10  is 
all  legislation,  and  page  11  is  all  legisla¬ 
tion.  Practically  seven-eighths  of  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  involve  legislation. 
Seven-eighths  of  it  has  been  placed  in 
the  bill  by  the  House.  It  is  the  most  re¬ 
markable  situation  I  have  ever  confront¬ 
ed  since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  make  a  brief  statement.  It  was 
certainly  never  contemplated  or  fore¬ 
seen  by  me,  at  the  time  I  sponsored  this 
amendment,  that  any  such  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  as  this  would  develop. 
But  since  it  has  developed,  I  think  there 
is  a  far  greater  and  more  important  issue 
involved  than  the  merits  or  lack  of  mer¬ 
its  of  the  amendment.  It  was  my  pur¬ 
pose,  because  a  point  of  order  was  made 
against  this  particular  amendment, 
which  I  very  much  favor  and  should  like 
an  opportunity  to  present  to  the  Senate 
on  its  merits,  to  have  a  majority  of  the 
Senate  decide  whether  it  is  right  or 
wrong,  wise  or  unwise,  to  have  it  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  bill.  But  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  situation  which  the  able 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  just  now  pointed  out  to  the 
Senate.  We  are  compelled  by  our  rules 
to  take  by  a  majority  vote  the  legisla¬ 
tion  written  into  the  bill  by  the  House. 
The  bill  comes  to  the  Senate  from  the 
House  loaded  with  legislation,  and  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote  is  all  that  is  required  to  elim¬ 
inate  it  from  the  bill,  and  not  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  and  it  is  not  subject  to  a 


point  of  order.  If  the  Senate  does  not 
want  to  remain  under  those  shackles,  so 
far  as  legislation  is  concerned,  then  we 
should  strictly  enforce  the  rules. 

All  I  want  is  to  have  the  rules  work 
both  ways.  If  the  position  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  cor¬ 
rect,  then'  let  us  send  all  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  back  to  the  committee  and  strip 
them  of  legislation  which  the  House  put 
in.  Let  us  have  equal  rights  with  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  am  casting 
no  reflections  upon  anyone,  but  under 
the  rule  as  it  is  today  one  Senator,  if  he 
does  not  like  an  amendment,  can  require 
a  two-thirds  vote. 

I  have  no  personal  concern  as  to 
whether  the  amendment  which  I  have 
offered  is  defeated — if  defeated  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  and  not  a  two-thirds  majority. 
The  amendment  has  been  maligned,  mis¬ 
represented,  and  distorted  by  some  of  the 
press  and  others  in  its  interpretation,  in¬ 
tent,  and  purpose.  All  I  wanted  to  do 
was  to  present  it  to  the  Senate  on  its 
merits  and  let  the  Senate  act  on  it. 

There  are  other  legislative  provisions 
in  the  bill  besides  this  amendment. 
They  were  placed  in  the  bill  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  When  we  appropriate  billions 
of  dollars  to  give  away,  taxing  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  pay  for  it,  we  cannot  an¬ 
ticipate  at  the  time  of  the  authorization 
just  what  the  conditions  will  be  at  the 
time  the  appropriation  is  made.  How 
could  I  know,  how  could  other  Members 
of  the  Senate  know,  that  there  would  be 
a  request  to  authorize  and  justify  the 
expenditure  of  this  tremendous  amount 
of  money  for  food  products  that  are  now 
in  surplus  over  here?  How  could  we 
know  that  a  request  of  justification 
would  be  presented  saying  that  $2,000,- 
000,000  worth  of  agricultural  products 
in  surplus  would  be  needed?  We  did 
not  anticipate  it.  If  we  are  to  be  ham¬ 
strung  so  that  we  cannot  guard,  protect, 
and  safeguard  the  interests  of  this  coun¬ 
try  and  the  money  we  are  exacting  from 
the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation,  if  we  can¬ 
not  protect  them  in  an  appropriation 
bill  unless  two-thirds  of  the  Senate  agree 
to  protect  them,  we  are  simply  doing  an 
injustice  to  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  has 
been  criticized  as  being  “dumping.”  Is 
it  dumping?  This  amendment  does 
not  require  foreign  nations  to  take  one 
pound  of  cotton  or  one  grain  of  wheat 
which  they  do  not  need;  but  we  either 
dump  these  surplus  products  which 
they  say  are  needed,  in  justification  for 
the  expenditure  of  the  taxpayers’  money, 
or  we  are  going  to  dump  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  which  we  exact  from  the  taxpayers, 
through  deficit  spending,  because  the 
dollars  are  not  in  the  Treasury.  It  will 
have  to  be  borrowed  and  added  to  the 
national  debt.  Think  of  it.  This 
amendment  has  been  misrepresented  and 
distorted.  There  has  been  a  propaganda 
campaign  operating  against  it,  but  if  we 
study  the  amendment  it  will  be  found 
that  it  does  not  require  the  foreign  na¬ 
tions  to  take  one  thing  they  do  not  need 
and  have  not  said  they  wanted,  and  it 
does  not  require  them  to  take  the  quan¬ 
tities  suggested.  It  simply  provides 
that  the  money  is  available  for  that  pur¬ 


pose  only.  It  prevents  them  from  prac¬ 
ticing,  whether  intentionally  or  not,  a 
fraud  upon  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  get  money  out  of  our  taxpayers 
by  saying  they  want  and  need  it  for 
agricultural  products,  and  after  they 
get  it  spend  it  for  something  else.  They 
say,  “We  need  food;  we  are  hungry.”  My 
amendment  says,  “All  right;  we  will  give 
it  to  you,  but  for  that  purpose  only.” 

It  has  been  said  that  we  are  wrecking 
the  program.  I  think  this  is  a  very  vital 
amendment,  but  if  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  prohibit  the  receiving  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  from  the  committee  contain¬ 
ing  legislation,  and  if  objections  are  to 
be  made  to  such  amendments  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill,  in  order  to  require  a 
two-thirds  vote,  I  want  to  go  back  to  the 
base  rule  which  says  such  a  bill  shall  not 
be  received.  So  let  us  not  receive  them 
when  they  contain  such  provisions.  If 
that  is  the  program,  I  shall  move  to 
strike  out  every  legislative  provision  the 
House  has  written  in.  Then  we  will  find 
out  how  this  rule  operates  and  how  the 
Congress  can  protect  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  under  such  a  rule.  We  will  have 
a  two-thirds  legislative  government  in¬ 
stead  of  a  majority  government. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  fair,  because 
one  administration  or  agency  propagan¬ 
dizes,  as  one  has  been  propagandizing 
against  this  particuular  amendment,  to 
Invoke  the  rule,  and  not  expect  it  to  be 
invoked  against  the  whole  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  say,  but  not  as  a 
threat — I  do  not  mean  it  that  way — that 
if  the  integrity  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate 
is  to  be  preserved,  then  when  any  appro¬ 
priation  bill  comes  in  with  legislation  in 
it  I  shall  feel  compelled  to  suggest  that, 
under  the  rule,  it  go  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is.  Is  there  objection - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
I  had  the  floor  when  I  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  can 
continue  to  hold  the  floor  and  farm  out 
the  time.  There  are  other  Senators  who 
desire  to  speak  in  their  own  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
has  been  indulgent,  because  he  felt  that 
the  Senate  wanted  to  have  this  matter 
discussed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Chair  think 
the  Senator  intended  to  take  me  off  the 
floor  after  I  agreed  to  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Technically, 
probably  the  Senator  could  not  hold  the 
floor,  but  the  Chair  is  not  going  to  invoke 
the  rule. 

Mr.,  WHERRY.  My  reason  for  holding 
the  floor  was  that  the  Vice  President  said 
something  relative  to  some  remark  I 
made.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  any 
other  Senator,  or,  if  the  Vice  President 
would  like  to  address  a  question  to  me, 
I  should  like  to  answer. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No;  the  Chair 
had  something  in  mind  at  the  time  which 
he  has  not  forgotten. 

Mr.  BYRD  and  Mr.  TAFT  addressed 
the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  is  recognized. 
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Mr.  TAFT.  Before  the  Senator  ob¬ 
jects,  I  wonder  if  he  would  permit  me  to 
make  a  statement. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  did  not 
precipitate  this  matter.  It  was  done  by 
my  esteemed  and  able  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas.  He  made  a  point  of 
order,  I  think,  against  five  or  six  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  bill,  which  he  claimed 
constituted  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  and  upon  his  point  of  order  the 
bill  was  sent  back  to  committee. 

There  is  a  very  vital  principle  involved 
in  this  question  which  I  do  not  think 
we  should  overlook,  namely,  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  is  not  a 
policy-making  committee.  That  is  rec¬ 
ognized,  as  indicated  by  the  fact  that 
they  are  not  permitted  to  report  legis¬ 
lation  to  the  Senate  and  have  it  adopted 
except  by  a  two-thirds  vote.  The  other 
committees  establish  the  policies  of  the 
Government.  They  say  what  is  author¬ 
ized  for  appropriation,  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  is  merely  to  recom¬ 
mend  appropriations  in  accordance  with 
such  authorizations.  That  has  been  the 
principle  upon  which  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  upon  which  the  Senate 
has  been  organized,  and  upon  which  it 
has  operated  for  so  many  years. 

Members  of  the  Senate  well  know  that 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  has  the 
right  to  restrict  an  appropriation,  but  it 
has  not  the  right  to  enter  into  a  new  field 
of  legislation.  I  think  that  is  a  vital 
question  because,  with  the  power  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has,  if  we 
give  it  the  right  to  recommend  legislation 
and  have  it  adopted  by  a  majority  vote, 
we  are  virtually  turning  over  the  com¬ 
mittee  organization  of  the  Senate  to  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

As  I  said,  I  did  not  bring  about  this 
situation.  I  agreed  with  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  that  the  amendments 
proposed  legislation,  and  he  made  the 
point  of  order,  and  had  the  bill  sent  back 
to  the  committee. 

Let  me  suggest  that  the  way  to  extri¬ 
cate  ourselves  from  the  situation  which 
confronts  us  is  to  strip  the  bill  of  the 
legislation,  bring  it  back  to  the  Senate, 
and  then  submit  the  legislative  proposals 
to  a  two-thirds  vote.  The  question  is 
whether  we  shall  adopt  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill  by  a  majority  vote  or 
a  two-thirds  vote. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  that  we  should  strike  out  all  legis¬ 
lative  provisions  inserted  by  the  House? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  agree  with  that.  I  did 
not  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  when  he  said  a  few  minutes  ago 
that  the  Senate  was  compelled  to  accept 
legislation  written  into  an  appropriation 
bill  by  the  House.  There  is  no  compul¬ 
sion  on  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  said  by  majority 
vote. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  understood  the  Senator 
to  say  that  the  Senate  was  compelled  to 
accept  legislation.  Let  us  not  forget 
that  legislation  is  put  into  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  by  the  House  under  the  rules  of 


the  House.  There  are  certain  pro¬ 
cedures  through  which  they  must  go,  as 
Senators  who  have  served  in  the  House 
know.  They  have  their  rules,  and  we 
have  our  rules.  Our  rule  is  specific, 
namely,  that  no  legislation  shall  be 
written  into  an  appropriation  bill  except 
by  a  two-thirds  vote.  The  motion  now 
pending  is  to  set  aside  that  rule  in  one 
specific  case,  it  may  be  true,  but  if  we 
agree  to  this  we  have  established  a  prece¬ 
dent,  namely,  that  of  adopting  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill  by  a  ma¬ 
jority  vote. 

I  have  no  desire  to  delay  the  proposed 
legislation  at  all;  but  as  one  Senator  who 
feels  bound  by  the  rule  as  to  legislation, 
I  expect  to  exercise  my  privilege  to  raise 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  because  I  believe  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Senate  to  adhere  to  the  basis  on 
which  it  is  organized,  namely,  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  is  not  a 
policy-making  committee.  If  they  had 
the  right  to  originate  legislation  and  to 
say  what  items  should  be  authorized  for 
appropriation,  the  rest  of  the  Senate 
would  practically  abdicate  its  entire 
power  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  That  is  not  the  way  the  Senate 
was  organized,  it  is  not  the  way  it  has 
been  operated.  Ever  since  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  the  Senate  any  Senator  has 
had  a  right  to  object  to  any  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill.  I  have  seen 
vote  after  vote  taken,  when  a  two-thirds 
vote  was  required  to  insert  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  desire  to  fore¬ 
close  debate,  but  I  expect  to  make  my 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  made  the 
motion  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  the  other  day,  so  I  think  I 
should  state  my  conception  of  what  the 
vote  of  the  Senate  meant  when  we  voted 
the  other  day.  I  do  not  think  those  who 
voted  had  any  intention  whatsoever  to 
reverse  the  rules  of  the  Senate  as  I  have 
known  them  since  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  the  Senate.  We  have  pursued  a  per¬ 
fectly  uniform  practice.  Everyone  has 
agreed  what  the  rule  has  been.  Every¬ 
one  has  agreed  that  if  an  item  of  new 
legislation  is  brought  in  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  a  point  of  order  may  be 
made  against  it.  I  think  everyone  has 
agreed — although  here  there  is  some 
slight  difference — that  if  the  House  has 
inserted  new  legislation  it  has  opened 
the  door  on  that  particular  subject,  and 
therefore  a  Senate  amendment  dealing 
with  that  particular  subject  is  in  order 
without  being  subject  to  the  two-thirds 
rule. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Certainly  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Senator  speaks  of  the 
House  inserting  legislation  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  That  cannot  be  done  ex¬ 
cept  by  unanimous  consent,  unless  a  spe¬ 
cial  rule  is  brought  in  to  authorize  it. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  understand  that,  but  the 
ruling  that  has  been  made  in  the  Senate 
for  many  years  has  been  that  if  the 
House  has  dealt  with  a  subject  in  new 
legislation  we  may  amend  that  particu¬ 
lar  subject. 


I  think  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell]  goes  much  further.  He  says, 
in  effect,  that  if  the  House  has  opened 
a  matter  at  all  and  dealt  with  it  by  a 
legislative  provision,  the  Senate  can  go 
on  with  any  legislative  provision,  that 
the  door  has  been  open. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  by  his 
statement  stretches  my  interpretation  of 
the  rule  somewhat. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  meant  to  indicate  only 
that  the  Senator  took  a  somewhat 
broader  view  of  what  opening  the  door 
means  than  I  do. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Up  until  the  vote  on 
Wednesday,  the  rule  was  that  if  any 
legislative  proposition  were  offered  de 
novo  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  or  was 
brought  in  by  the  committee,  it  was  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  point  of  order,  and  before  it 
could  be  brought  to  a  vote  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  suspend  the  rule  by  a  two-thirds 
vote.  If  the  House  has  legislated  in  an 
appropriation  bill  with  respect  to  any 
subject,  any  Senate  amendment  that  is 
germane  to  the  House  legislation  is  in 
order  and  is  not  subject  to  a  point  of 
order.  That  has  been  the  procedure  in 
the  Senate  since  time  immemorial.  In¬ 
numerable  rulings  to  that  effect  have 
been  made,  all  of  which  were  overthrown 
by  the  action  of  the  Senate  Wednesday. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  finish  my  statement,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  does  not  mind.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
for  a  question,  but  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
clude  my  statement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  not  interrupt 
the  Senator  further. 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  Senator  states  the 
rule  substantially  as  I  understand  it,  and 
I  think  substantially  as  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent.  understands  it,  because  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  it  with  him.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  a  somewhat  broader 
idea  than  I  would  have  respecting  what 
can  be  brought  into  the  Senate  under 
that  rule.  As  I  understood  his  ruling  the 
other  day  the  distinguished  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  feels  that  the  amendments  we  have 
been  considering  are  new  legislation,  in 
spite  of  the  fact  that  the  House  did  adopt 
some  legislative  provisions  dealing  with 
the  ECA. 

The  motion  I  made  was  not  against 
that  ruling  or  any  attempt  to  overturn 
that  ruling,  or  overturn  the  rulings  of  the 
previous  Presiding  Officers  of  the  Senate. 
I  objected  to  the  action  which  was  taken 
after  the  Senate  had  voted  that  some¬ 
thing  was  germane  to  the  bill,  not  neces¬ 
sarily  to  the  House  language,  for  there 
is  nothing  in  the  rule  that  says  germane¬ 
ness  relates  to  the  House  language.  The 
only  reason  the  words  “germane  or  rele¬ 
vant”  were  written  into  the  rule  is  that 
in  most  bills  anything  can  be  put  into 
them  regardless  of  germaneness  or  rele¬ 
vancy.  It  is  only  on  appropriation  bills 
that  anything  which  is  entirely  legisla¬ 
tion  cannot  be  attached.  Whether  it  is 
new  legislation  or  not,  the  fact  that  it  is 
not  relevant  shuts  it  out  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

When  I  voted  that  the  amendment  was 
germane  I  voted  that  it  was  germane  to 
the  bill.  I  did  not  consider  the  ques- 
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tion  whether  it  was  germane  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  House  legislative  provisions  in  the 
bill.  When  the  Senate  voted  that  an 
amendment  was  germane  to  the  bill,  and 
the  Chair  ruled  that  such  action  settled 
the  question  of  its  being  new  legislation, 
I  protested.  . 

So  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  great 
difference  of  opinion  here.  Quite  an  un¬ 
usual  situation  was  created  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan] 
when  he  invoked  paragraph  2  in  order 
to  send  the  bill  back  to  the  committee. 
I  think  such  a  rule  ought  to  be  repealed. 
We  should  not  have  such  a  rule,  and  I 
am  perfectly  willing  to  vote  to  repeal  it. 
The  Senate  committee  cannot  always 
judge  correctly  whether  a  particular  pro¬ 
vision  is  new  legislation  or  not.  Simply 
because  the  committee  makes  a  mistake 
in  thinking  that  a  matter  is  not  new  leg¬ 
islation,  and  then  the  Chair  rules  it  to 
be  new  legislation  does  not  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  justify  sending  the  bill  back  to  the 
committee. 

«Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  why  we 
should  not  proceed  as  we  have  always 
proceeded.  Let  the  committee  bring  in  a 
bill  and  let  a  point  of  order  be  made, 
if  any  Senator  wants  to  make  it  on  the 
ground  that  he  considers  it  to  be  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill,  of  course 
if  such  a  point  of  order  is  not  made,  the 
item  is  adopted.  Most  legislation  on  ap¬ 
propriation  bills  goes  through  because 
Senators  do  not  care  enough  about  par¬ 
ticular  matters  to  raise  a  point  of  order 
respecting  them. 

Mr.  President,  2  or  3  months  ago 
certain  Senators  moved  to  cut  appro¬ 
priations  in  various  appropriation  bills 
10  percent.  Immediately  objection  was 
raised  that  that  was  legislation  on  ap¬ 
propriation  bills,  and  those  who  made 
the  motions  could  not  have  them  sus¬ 
tained,  because  a  two-thirds  vote  was 
required  to  sustain  such  motions.  That 
is  a  perfectly  proper  provision  in  the 
rules.  We  should  not  abrogate  that  pro¬ 
vision.  But,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  it 
is  going  pretty  far  to  suggest  that  there 
be  entered  into  a  general-consent  agree¬ 
ment  that  every  amendment  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  bill  should  be  in  order.  In  that 
respect  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]. 

The  statement  has  been  made  that 
perhaps  we  can  obtain  an  agreement 
from  Senators  who  might  want  to  make 
a  point  of  order,  not  to  make  such  a  point 
of  order.  That  might  be  all  right.  But' 
I  doubt  whether  it  would  be  proper  to 
attempt  to  reach  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  that  anything  in  the  bill  or 
any  amendment  which  may  be  offered  to 
it,  shall  be  considered  to  be  in  order, 
regardless  of  its  being  not  germane  or 
regardless  of  being  new  legislation.  I 
think  that  would  be  going  pretty  far. 
Perhaps  we  can  work  out  something  that 
will  not  go  quite  that  far. 

I  may  say  further  that  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider,  made  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  in  order  when  the  bill  is  not 
before  us.  There  may  be  a  question 
about  that.  Certainly  if  we  proceeded 
under  the  second  part  of  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  and  passed  the 


ECA  bill,-  there  would  be  no  purpose 
whatever  in  taking  the  time  of  the  Senate 
to  consider  the  motion  to  reconsider.  I 
should  not  like  to  agree  to  the  first  part 
of  the  unanimous-consent  request  by 
which  the  motion  should  be  reconsidered 
and  passed  upon  after  the  ECA  bill  is 
passed.  That  is  also  an  extraordinary 
proposal. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  used  to  believe  I 
possessed  a  certain  amount  of  ability  to 
secure  unanimous  consent.  Does  the 
Senator  suggest  that  it  would  meet  his 
approval  that  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  be  entered  into? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to 
me  the  proper  procedure  would  be  for 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  report 
the  bill  again,  and  ask  that  the  rule  be 
waived,  which  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  and  if  we  can  persuade  the 
Senators  who  are  opposed,  perhaps  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  floor  leader  will  not 
raise  points  of  order  to  the  particular 
provisions  in  question.  I  think  it  might 
be  well  if  the  Senator  could  secure  a 
unanimous-consent  agreement  to  that 
effect. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  means  to 
get  the  consent  of  those  who  sponsor 
amendments  and  those  who  might  desire 
to  oppose  them;  to  see  if  they  might 
agree? 

Mr.  TAFT.  If  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Michigan  and  Texas  would 
say,  “We  are  willing  to  vote  on  these 
items  on  the  basis  of  their  merits,”  I  do 
not  see  how  any  other  Senator  could  ob¬ 
ject.  The  Senators  in  question  may  be 
•willing  to  have  that  done.  I  believe  it  is 
not  appropriate  to  ask  that  any  amend¬ 
ment  which  may  be  presented  to  a  bill 
be  considered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  like  to 
know  whether  the  appeal  from  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Chair  acted  to  stay  recom¬ 
mittal  of  the  bill? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  did  not. 
The  bill  is  in  the  committee  now. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  one  further  observation  in 
respect  to  what  has  been  said  on  this 
very  important  question.  It  seems  to  me 
it  would  be  a  rather  strange  procedure  if 
the  Appropriations  Committee  brought 
out  a  bill  and  then  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  or  any  other 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  should  immediately  raise  the  point  of 
order  that  it  contained  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill,  and  the  bill  should 
then  be  recommitted.  It  is  a  little  dif¬ 
ficult  for  me  to  understand  how  members 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee  could 
vote  to  report  a  bill  from  the  committee, 
knowing  that  when  it  came  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  some  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  was  going  to  make  a  point  of  order 
against  it  which  would  mean  recommit¬ 
tal.  If  such  a  practice  were  to  be  con¬ 
tinued  we  would  never  get  anywhere 


with  respect  to  appropriation  bills. 
Such  a  procedure  however  is  all  right 
with  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator 
agrees,  does  he  not,  that  such  procedure 
is  proper  and  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes,  certainly  I  agree 
with  that  statement.  But  it  is  also  the 
rule  of  the  Senate  that  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  shall  not  report  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill.  If  the 
Appropriations  Committee  reports  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and  it 
comes  to  the  Senate,  and  a  member  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  raises  a 
point  of  order  against  the  legislation  he 
has  voted  to  report  from  the  committee, 
that  to  me  would  be  a  strange  and  very 
unusual  procedure  upon  the  part  of  a 
Senator. 

Something  has  been  said  about  the 
Senate  being  in  session  for  a  long,  long 
time  considering  appropriation  bills. 
That  is  perfectly  all  right  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois.  I  hope  it  will  not  be 
true  that  the  Senate  will  spend  a  long 
time  on  appropriation  bills.  The  Senator 
from  Virginia,  and  other  Senators  who 
are  vitally  interested  in  the  rule,  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the 
rule  upon  what  seems  to  me  and  ohter 
Senators  to  be  vital,  far-reaching  and 
important  amendments  connected  with 
the  ECA  program.  Many  people  have  an 
interest  in  the  ECA  program.  Some  in¬ 
dividuals  may  not  have  an  interest  in  it. 
But  great  masses  of  people  are  vitally 
interested  in  the  ECA  program. 

So  far  as  the  question  of  time  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  suppose  continuing  resolution 
after  continuing  resolution  could  be 
adopted,  one  after  the  other.  The 
Chamber  in  which  we  meet  is  about  the 
coolest  place  I  have  found  since  I  have 
been  in  the  Senate.  It  is  cooler  in  this 
Chamber  than  it  is  in  Illinois,  and  if  the 
Senate  desires  to  stay  here  interminably 
and  consider  appropriation  bills  or  any 
other  bills,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
be  very  happy  to  accommodate  Senators 
who  desire  to  remain. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  do  not  desire  to 
trespass  for  more  than  a  moment  on  the 
time  of  the  Senate.  It  seems  to  me,  how¬ 
ever,  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  the  Senate 
would  be  very  unwise  to  agree  to  such  a 
provision  as  is  under  discussion.  The 
language  of  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  is  as  follows: 

In  this  connection  all  points  of  order  be, 
and  they  are  hereby,  waived  with  respect  to 
any  amendments  that  may  be  reported  or 
offered  by  the  said  committee  or  that  may 
be  offered  from  the  floor,  and  that  all  such 
amendments  shall  be  considered  on  their 
respective  merits. 

Mr.  President,  under  that  language  the 
compulsory  health-insurance  bill,  the 
fair-labor-standards  bill,  the  fair-labor- 
practices  bill,  the  civil-rights  bill,  or  any 
other  bill  that  any  Senator  might  desire 
to  attach  as  an  amendment  to  this  bill 
could  be  offered,  and  we  would  have 
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waived  any  right  to  object  to  it.  It  would 
have  to  be  discussed  on  its  merits. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  explanation.  I  have 
no  desire  to  delay  this  legislation.  I  will 
cooperate  in  any  other  reasonable  plan 
to  bring  the  bill  back  to  the  Senate ;  but 
in  the  form  in  which  the  request  has  been 
submitted,  I  must  object. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  take  advantage  of  this  sit¬ 
uation  to  make  some  observations. 

The  Chair  is  only  interested  in  the 
preservation  of  the  integrity  of  the  rules 
and  in  their  proper  interpretation  and 
application.  The  Chair  is  sure  that  all 
Senators  feel  the  same  way.  Once  be¬ 
fore  the  Chair  has  quoted  Henry  Van 
Porter,  in  the  Amos  and  Andy  program, 
“We  are  all  brothers  in  the  lodge.” 
[Laughter.]  We  are  interested  in  or¬ 
derly  procedure.  The  Chair  wants  to  do 
whatever  he  can  to  help  the  Senate  out 
of  the  predicament  in  which  it  finds 
itself. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Chair  has  never 
understood  why,  in  the  Senate,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness  must  be  submitted 
to  the  Senate  without  debate.  In  the 
House  the  Speaker  passes  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness,  and  he  may  hear  as 
much  debate  as  he  is  willing  to  hear,  un¬ 
til  he  has  been  convinced  one  way  or  the 
other,  that  an  amendment  is  in  order  or 
is  not  in  order.  There  is  always  the 
right  of  appeal  from  his  decision.  But 
under  this  rule,  if  the  question  of  ger¬ 
maneness  is  raised,  the  Chair  must  sub¬ 
mit  it  to  the  Senate  without  debate. 
Senators  come  into  the  Senate  Chamber 
after  having  been  in  committees  or  in 
their  offices.  A  roll  call  is  in  progress, 
and  they  have  not  heard  any  discussion 
for  or  against  the  germaneness  of  an 
amendment,  but  they  are  required  to  vote 
on  it.  The  Chair  feels — and  that  is  his 
own  individual  opinion — that  that  is  a 
bad  rule. 

The  Chair — whoever  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  may  happen  to  be,  or  the  President 
pro  tempore,  if  there  is  no  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent — should  pass  upon  the  question  of 
germaneness,  and  allow  every  Senator  to 
argue  whether  an  amendment  is  ger¬ 
mane.  Every  Senator  should  have  the 
right  to  make  up  his  own  mind,  and  then 
have  the  right  of  appeal  if  he  does  not 
agree  with  the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  So 
much  for  that. 

The  Chair  agrees  with  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  who  has  hereto¬ 
fore  expressed  his  view,  that  this  rule, 
providing  that  automatically  a  bill  shall 
go  back  to  the  committee  if  it  contains 
legislative  matter,  is  a  bad  rule.  It  was 
adopted  in  order  to  operate  as  a  restraint 
against  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  as  a  sort  of  penalty  in  the  event  it 
reported  appropriation  bills  containing 
legislation.  If  a  point  of  order  were 
made  against  a  bill  on  that  ground,  it 
would  go  back  to  the  committee.  It  was 
supposed  that  that  would  operate  to  re¬ 
strain  the  committee  from  reporting.leg- 
islation  in  appropriation  bills.  Whether 
it  has  done  so,  the  Chair  expresses  no 
opinion. 


Whether  or  not  that  rule  has  accom- 
'plished  its  purpose,  it  could  bring  about 
the  creation  of  a  ridiculous  situation  in 
the  Senate  and  in  the  committee.  In  the 
present  case,  if  the  bill  were  brought 
back  with  the  same  amendments  In  it, 
any  Senator  could  make  a  point  of  order 
against  the  bill,  and  it  would  go  back  to 
the  committee.  That  could  go  on  ad  in¬ 
finitum,  and  ad  nauseam,  until  both  the 
Senate  and  the  committee  would  be  in 
a  ridiculous  situation. 

We  know  that  a  quorum  is  always  pre¬ 
sumed  to  be  present  unless  a  point  of 
order  is  made  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Chair  that 
all  amendments  reported  in  a  bill,  and 
all  amendments  offered  from  the  floor, 
are  presumed  to  be  in  order  unless  a 
point  of  order  is  made  against  them ;  and 
when  the  point  of  order  is  made  against 
them  on  the  ground  that  they  are  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  any  rule,  the  Chair  passes  on 
the  point  of  order,  and  his  decision  is 
always  subject  to  appeal. 

The  other  day,  in  regard  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  germaneness  of  the  McClellan 
amendment,  the  Chair  followed  a  ruling 
of  Vice  President  Wallace.  The  Chair 
feels  that  that  ruling  was  utterly  illogi¬ 
cal.  The  Chair  might  have  been  justi¬ 
fied  in  overruling  it.  The  substance  of 
it  was  that  although  no  Senator  made  a 
point  of  order  against  the  McClellan 
amendment  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  germane,  the  mere  suggestion  by 
the  sponsor  of  the  amendment  that  it 
was  germane,  when  no  Senator  made 
the  point  that  it  was  not,  required  the 
Senate  to  vote  on  the  question. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Chair  that  cre¬ 
ates  an  illogical  situation,  because  an 
amendment  is  supposed  to  be  germane 
unless  some  Senator  makes  the  point  that 
it  is  not.  As  the  Chair  observed  at  the 
time,  it  was  supposed  to  be  germane, 
because  it  was  supposed  to  be  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  some  House  provision  contain¬ 
ing  legislation.  Otherwise  it  could  not 
have  been  germane.  The  Senate  was 
supposed  to  know  what  it  was  doing 
when  it  voted  that  it  was  germane. 

Based  upon  the  action  of  the  Senate, 
the  Chair  decided  that  the  further  point 
of  order,  which  had  been  previously  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas] 
lapsed  because  of  the  decision  of  the 
Senate  on  the  question  of  germaneness 
of  the  amendment  itself.  That  decision 
was  overruled  by  the  vote  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  probably  wisely  so.'  It  may  en¬ 
able  the  Senate  to  extricate  itself  from 
this  situation,  whereas  if  the  Chair  had 
been  sustained,  the  Senate  might  not  be 
able  to  extricate  itself. 

As  the  Chair  interprets  the  vote  of  the 
Senate  overruling  his  decision,  it  left  the 
point  of  order  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  good  against  the  amendment,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill,  in  violation  of  the 
rule.  The  Chair  did  not  mean  to  hold, 
and  the  Chair  does  not  now  interpret  the 
vote  of  the  Senate  overruling  his  decision 
to  mean,  that  the  Senate  may  not  take 
advantage  of  its  rule  against  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill,  when  an  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  an  amendment  to  a  specific 
legislative  provision  in  the  House 
language. 


The  Chair  agrees  with  the  decision  of 
Vice  President  Marshall  that  when  the 
House  opens  a  door — not  all  doors,  but 
one  door — the  Senate  can  walk  into  that 
door  and  make  amendments  which  are 
germane  to  the  House  provision,  and 
that  when  such  an  amendment  is  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  or  offered  on 
the  floor,  and  any  Senator  njakes  the 
point  of  order  that  the  amendment  is 
not  germane  to  the  House  legislative  pro¬ 
vision,  that  question  must  be  submitted 
to  the  Senate  for  a  vote. 

But  when  the  House  adds  to  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  a  provision  that  is  legisla¬ 
tive,  on  any  subject,  and  it  comes  to  the 
Senate,  the  Chair  does  not  believe,  and 
did  not  mean  to  hold,  and  does  not  now 
interpret  the  vote  of  the  Senate  to  mean, 
that  Senators  cannot  make  points  of 
order  against  legislation  dealing  with 
other  things;  not  dealt  with  in  the  House 
legislative  provision.  If  anyone  inter¬ 
ested  got  the  impression  that  that  was 
what  the  Chair  meant,  or  that  that  was 
the  opinion  of  the  Chair  as  to  what  the 
Senate  meant,  and  that  Senators  would 
be  forbidden  from  making  points  of  order 
against  legislative  amendments  in  the 
Senate  if  such  amendments  did  not 
relate  to  and  were  not  germane  to  a  leg¬ 
islative  provision  in  the  House  language, 
that  was  a  mistaken  impression,  and  the 
Chair  does  not  wish  to  let  that  impres¬ 
sion  prevail. 

Mi’.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  a  word  or  two  on  this 
question.  I  assure  the  Senate  that  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  has 
no  desire  whatsoever  to  hold  this  bill  up 
or  retard  its  progress.  I  believe  that 
every  member  of  the  committee  would 
be  delighted  to  get  all  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  through  promptly.  We  have 
worked  very  hard  this  year.  We  have 
worked  night  and  day  on  appropriation 
bills.  We  have  done  our  very  best  to  get 
them  through  as  rapidly  as  possible. 
There  are  two  or  three  such  bills  on  the 
calendar  yet  to  be  considered  by  the 
Senate,  and  some  are  in  process  of 
consideration. 

So  far  as  the  committee  is  concerned 
it  will  make  every  effort  to  get  the  ECA 
bill  back  to  the  Senate  as  soon  as 
possible. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  am  very  sorry  to 
hear  my  brother  Senators  suggest  that 
the  committee  is  trespassing  upon  their 
preserves.  The  procedure  for  handling 
appropriation  bills  has  been  established 
for  many  years — many  generations,  for 
that  matter.  It  has  been  in  existence 
as  long  as  I  have  been  a  Member  of  this 
body. 

By  reason  of  sending  the  bill  back  to 
the  committee,  because  of  the  position 
the  Senate  has  taken,  we  have  gotten 
ourselves  into  a  very  bad  predicament. 
Since  it  happened,  we  have  had  two  full 
committee  meetings,  with  the  largest  at¬ 
tendance  we  have  had  in  the  committee 
this  year.  At  those  meetings  this  matter 
was  discussed,  and  we  tried  to  iron  it 
out.  The  committee  appointed  a  sub¬ 
committee  consisting  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  and  my¬ 
self,  to  take  up  the  matter  with  our 
leaders  and  see  if  we  could  get  them  in 
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accord  on  some  method  by  which  we 
could  consider  this  bill  in  the  Senate  and 
pass  it.  We  want  to  pass  it.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  tremendously  interested  in  get¬ 
ting  this  bill  passed  as  soon  as  possible. 
The  committee  did  not  send  it  back  to 
the  committee,  but  the  whole  matter  was 
precipitated  by  my  good  friend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  when  he 
took  the  position  he  did  about  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  ordinarily  appropriation 
bills  go  through  promptly,  as  all  Sena¬ 
tors  know.  For  instance,  let  us  consider 
for  a  moment  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill,  now  the  unfinished 
business.  Ordinarily  it  is  passed  by  the 
Senate  in  approximately  30  or  35  min¬ 
utes.  But  this  time  it  was  argued  all  day, 
day  before  yesterday,  and  all  day  yes¬ 
terday,  up  until  a  late  hour  last  night; 
and  it  is  not  yet  through  the  Senate.  I 
do  not  know  what  trouble  has  arisen. 

I  appeal  to  my  brother  Senators  to 
have  some  consideration  for  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  which  is  trying  its 
best  to  do  its  duty  faithfully  and  well. 
That  is  all  we  want. 

We  think  all  these  questions  might 
easily  be  voted  upon  and  that  we  might 
agree  to  some  procedure  regarding  them. 

I  wish  to  say  that  my  friend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges], 
who  preceded  me  as  chairman  of  the 
committee,  has  been  in  hearty  coopera¬ 
tion  in  the  endeavor  to  work  out  a  set¬ 
tlement.  The  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  have,  for  the  most  part,  joined 
in  trying  to  work  out  a  settlement.  We 
are  not  trying  to  impinge  upon  the  rights 
of  other  committees  at  all.  I  hope  that 
even  yet  some  method  can  be  decided 
upon  so  as  to  get  this  measure  on  the 
statute  books. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  By  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  if  that  may  be  given,  the 
Chair  would  like  to  add  an  observation 
in  regard  to  the  effect  of  sending  the  bill 
back  to  the  committee.  Incidentally, 
the  Chair  would  like  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  and  all  other 
members  of  the  committee  for  their  in¬ 
dustry  and  hard  work  on  the  committee. 
The  Chair  thinks  that  committee  is  one 
of  the  most,  if  not  the  most,  industrious 
and  hard  working  committees  in  the 
Senate  or  in  any  other  body. 

The  effect  of  sending  the  bill  back  to 
the  committee  under  this  rule  is  to  place 
it  in  the  same  status  it  occupied  before 
it  ever  was  reported  to  the  Senate  in  the 
first  place.  When  it  returns  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  it  returns  de  novo;  everything  which 
has  been  done  on  it  in  the  Senate  here¬ 
tofore  or  was  in  process  of  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senate  is  undone  because 
of  the  procedure  of  sending  it  back  to 
the  committee.  All  amendments  which 
were  agreed  to  are  then  disagreed  to, 
and  must  be  acted  on  again  when  the 
bill  is  returned  to  the  Senate. 

The  Chair  is  not  passing  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
California  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  Chair’s  ruling  the  other  day  was  over¬ 
turned,  although  on  the  surface  it  would 
seem  to  be  an  academic  question  at  this 
time,  because  when  this  bill  returns  to 
the  Senate  it  returns  under  the  same 
circumstances  as  those  which  surrounded 
it  when  it  was  first  reported  to  the  Sen¬ 


ate.  It  must  be  considered  again,  page 
by  page,  just  as  it  was  in  the  first  place. 

The  Chair  suggested  the  other  day  a 
remedy  for  this  situation,  which  he  may 
have  been  presumptuous  in  suggesting. 
It  was  a  very  simple  one,  namely,  that 
the  bill  be  brought  back  to  the  Senate 
without  the  amendments.  That  has 
been  done  before;  when  a  bill  was  re¬ 
turned  to  the  committee,  the  committee 
reported  it  again,  but  without  the  amend¬ 
ments  ;  and  they  were  offered  ad  seriatim 
from  the  floor;  and  points  of  order  were 
decided  against  them  individually.  That 
avoids  the  danger  of  having  the  bill  re¬ 
turned  to  the  committee  again  for  the 
same  reason  which  compelled  its  return 
this  time. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
have  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar],  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
whom  I  love  very  dearly,  understand  that 
I  made  no  criticism  whatsoever  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  That  com¬ 
mittee  has  a  perfect  right  to  bring  in  an 
amendment  proposing  new  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill,  provided  the  com¬ 
mittee  moves  to  suspend  the  rule  and  to 
have  a  two-thirds  vote  taken  on  that 
question.  So  what  I  said  is  no  criticism 
whatever  of  the  committee.  I  admire 
the  committee.  The  committee  has  done 
fine  work,  and  especially  has  my  friend 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  able 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

My  purpose  is  only  to  preserve  the  rules 
of  the  Senate.  That  is  why  I  made  the 
objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Objection 
having  been  made,  the  proposed  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  is  not  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  a  word  in  regard  to  what  the 
Senator  has  just  said.  We  have  made 
some  progress  on  the  ECA  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  In  the  opinion  of  a  great  many 
Senators,  the  fact  that  there  was  no  dis¬ 
agreement  on  the  amendment  providing 
for  a  10-percent  cut,  which  amendment 
was  adopted,  is  very  significant,  for  that 
is  the  most  important  concession  which 
has  been  made  on  this  bill  in  the  Senate. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned  and,  I  think, 
so  far  as  all  other  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  interested  in  this  measure  are  con¬ 
cerned,  we  shall  go  along  with  what  the 
Senate  has  done  up  to  the  McClellan 
amendment.  In  other  words,  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that 
if  the  bill  as  next  reported  includes  the 
work  we  have  done  thus  far,  up  to  the 
point  of  the  McClellan  amendment,  I 
am  certain  it  will  be  concurred  in  by 
the  Members  of  the  Senate. 

]  NDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATIONS, 
f  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera- 
'  ion  of  the  bjfl  (H.  R.  4177)  making  ap- 
;  iropriations'uor  the  executive  office  and 
undry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
ioards,  commissions,  corporations,  agen- 
« ies,  and/offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ng  June  30, 1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques- 
ion  is  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
he  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 

!  3rij>ges]  to  the  committee  amendment 
uy’page  38,  line  9.  On  this  question  the 


yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  , 
i  the  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  First,  Mr.  Pres* 
ident,  I  should  like  to  say  that  when  we 
recessed  last  night,  we  were  discussing 
the  amendment  with  respect  to  the 
Housing  Expediter.  The  debate  which 
t’was  occurring  when  we  took  the,  recess 
|  last  evening  revolved  around  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  extent  decontrol  had  pro¬ 
ceeded  throughout  the  country^under  the 
Rent  Control  Act  of  1949.  I 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
pointed  out  that  the  comigrttee,  having 
before  it  a  new  budget  /stimate,  had 
reduced  that  estimate  W  a  flat  10  per¬ 
cent.  1 

We  pointed  out  the  /estimony  of  the 
Housing  Expediter  th«(t  there  had  been 
only  a  few  decontrol  orders,  and  that 
those  orders  affected  fringe  communi¬ 
ties,  and  that  thqy  would  not  involve 
very  many  employes. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  TMr.  Sparkman],  who  had  charge 
on  the  floor  of-  the  Rent  Control  Act  of 
1949,  was  explaining  the  provisions  which 
had  been  written  into  that  act;  and  it 
was  agreed  y£mong  us,  as  the  recess  was 
taken,  tha/perhaps  it  would  be  of  great 
value  if  inquiry  were  made  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Expediter  for  the  latest  information 
with  respect  to  the  progress  of  decontrol. 

That'  information  is  now  before  us. 
There?  has  been  only  a  slight  expansion 
of  decontrol.  The  savings  which  are 
estimated  to  be  accomplished  by  the 
digfnissal  of  employees  not  needed  to 
cafrry  on  the  work  amount  to  less  than 
700,000.  By  means  of  the  10-percent 
eduction  the  committee  has  already 
made  a  saving  of  more  than  $2,700,000; 
that  is  to  say,  we  have  made  a  reduction 
of  $2,000,000  in  excess  of  the  saving 
which  could  be  accomplished  by  the  re¬ 
duction  of  personnel. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  has  been 
in  personal  conference  with  the  officials 
of  the  Office  of  the  Housing  Expediter, 
and  I  am  sure  he  is  prepared  to  discuss 
for  the  Members  of  the  Senate  the  facts 
which  have  been  presented  to  us. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
keeping  with  the  suggestion  made  be¬ 
fore  we  recessed  last  night  by  various 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  more  par¬ 
ticularly  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland]  who  is  now  the  Presiding 
Officer,  I  got  in  touch  this  morning  with 
the  Office  of  the  Housing  Expediter  and 
asked  for  the  very  latest  information  as 
to  decontrol  actions  that  have  been 
taken.  By  the  way,  at  the  time  the 
hearings  were  held,  108  decontrol  actions 
had  been  taken,  involving,  according  to 
the  testimony  in  the  hearings  at  that 
time,  79  employees.  To  this  date,  the 
number  of  employees  involved  is  200.  So, 
in  line  with  the  suggestion  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  has  just  made,  not  only 
did  the  $2,500,000  cut  which  was  made 
by  the  committee  cover  the  $666,000  in 
savings  which  will  be  effected  by  reason 
of  the  reduction  of  the  200  employees, 
but  there  was  taken  into  consideration 
at  that  time  nearly  half  this  number, 
because  79  had  already  been  let  out,  and 
I  think  it  is  reasonable  for  us  to  assume 
that  nothing  was  included  in  the  budget 
estimate  as  presented  by  the  Expediter 
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that  time,  for  those  79.  However, 
President,  moving  on,  I  should  like 
afer  to  the  offices  that  have  been 
closeckto  this  date. 

Mr.  I^YRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  Sjeld  on  that  point? 

The  PRKSIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vir^nia? 

Mr.  SPARKI&^N.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Office  of  the  Housing 
Expediter,  on  May  31,  1948,  had  4,569 
employees,  and  on\lay  31,  1949,  4,916. 
The  bill  provides  5,^0,  an  increase  of 
600,  without  budget  authorization,  and 
without  any  protest  beifi^  made  by  the 
House  of  Representatives^ Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  do  n^t  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator’s  reference^  to  the 
budget  authorization.  There  cWtainly 
was  budget  authorization  in  the  request. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  mean  the  recommehfla- 
tion. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Oh.  Yes.^when  th> 
request  was  presented  to  the  Senate’ 
committee,  it  was  presented  with  a  bud¬ 
get  clearance,  as  I  understand,  for  1,543 
additional  employees. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  would  be  a  total 
employment  of  5,500;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  It  would  be  a  total 
of  5,500;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Did  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  approve  that? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BYRD.  But  does  this  increase  by 
600  employees  the  number  provided 
through  the  action  of  the  House? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  This  was  not  be¬ 
fore  the  House  at  all.  This  was  a  supple¬ 
mental  estimate. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  understand,  but  it  in¬ 
creases  the  number  of  employees,  com¬ 
pared  to  the  number  in  the  House  bill, 
by  600,  does  it  not?  / 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  correct,  be¬ 
cause  this  increase  was  not  before  the 
House.  There  was  no  budget  estimate  in 
it  at  that  time. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  was  wondering  why  the 
employees  could  not  be  transferred  from 
sofne  other  department.  We  are  adding 
300  a  day,  every  day  in  the  year,  which , 
adds  to  the  pay  roll  about  $1,500,000  a' 
day.  If  600  more  were  needed,  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  the  bill,  why  could  they  not  be 
transferred,  if  they  are  not  needed,  from 
some  other  bureau? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Of  course,  that 
question  is  not  involved  here. 

Mr.  BYRD.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  the  right  to  make  the  transfers. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  question  in¬ 
volved  here  is  whether  this  number  of 
employees  should  be  authorized  for  this 
particular  agency.  The  purpose  of  my 
discussion  is  to  show  why  the  increase  is 
needed.  As  I  stated  last  night  before  we 
recessed,  it  is  not  an  arbitrary  increase 
requested  by  the  Housing  Expediter.  It 
is  an  increase  which  Congress  itself  di¬ 
rected  him  to  make.  In  the  Rent  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  this  year,  we  directed  him  to 
have  a  man  in  every  rent-control  office 
to  assist  landlords,  small  landlords  in 
particular,  in  filing  their  claims,  and  to 
assist  tenants.  That  calls  for  508.  We 
likewise  amended  the  law  with  reference 
to  evictions,  and  directed  the  Housing 


Expediter  to  tighten  up  on  the  control  of 
evictions.  In  order  to  carry  out  that 
mandate  of  Congress,  he  has  recom¬ 
mended  the  addition  of  815  employees, 
who,  he  says,  will  be  required. 

There  was  considerable  criticism  in 
the  course  of  the  hearings,  because  sur¬ 
veys  had  not  been  made  throughout  the 
country  as  frequently  as  they  should 
have  been.  Members  of  the  committee 
insisted  such  surveys  be  made  every 
quarter,  and  the  Housing  Expediter  was 
pretty  severely  criticized  in  the  matter. 
He  is  asking  for  28  employees  for  the 
purpose  of  making  those  surveys,  I  might 
go  on,  to  break  it  down,  to  show  the  total 
number  requested. 

But,  Mr.  President,  getting  back  to  the 
decontrol  actions  which  have  been  taken, 
let  me  say,  in  region  1,  no  offices  have 
been  closed.  In  region  2,  none  have  been 
closed.  In  region  3,  none  have  been 
closed.  In  region  4,  10  offices  have  been 
closed,  involving  49  employees,  with  a 
total  saving  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  of 
$171,974.  In  region  5,  there  have  been 
25  offices  closed,  69  employees  affected, 
yth  a  total  savings  for  the  fiscal  yes 
of^$234,074.  In  region  6,  there  have  bafn 
thre^  offices  closed,  with  seven  employees 
affected,  and  with  a  total  savings  o|^$27,- 
578.  lHv  region  8,  five  offices  hajfe  been 
closed,  v^th  32  employees  affepted,  and 
with  a  toraJ  savings  of  $113T50.  Since 
this  statement  was  made  uaffour  addi¬ 
tional  offices  rq  region  4  haye  been  closed, 
with  14  employes  involved,  and  with  a 
total  savings  of\47,45Gf  That  makes  a 
total  of  47  officesVlgged,  with  171  em¬ 
ployees  affected,  an^gvith  a  total  savings 
of  $594,832. 

Only  this  morpnng 
of  additional  Offices  wf&ffi  are  to  be 
closed.  Thos^matters  ammending.  In 
Kansas,  the^e  are  two,  at^jreat  Bend 
and  Arkansas  City,  involving'three  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  first,  two  in  thfctsecond. 
In  Oklahoma  there  are  six — ak  Still- 
watery  Shawnee,  Ponca  City,  Muskogee, 
Eni^f  and  Ada,  each  affecting  two* 
ployees.  In  Utah,  Provo  City,  two  el 
ployees.  In  the  State  of  Washingtor 
Spokane,  10  employees.  That  gives  a1 
total  of  29  employees,  with  a  total  sav¬ 
ings  of  $71,280,  which  brings  the  grand 
total  to  200  employees  affected,  with  a 
savings  of  $666,112. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  wanted  to  inquire  wheth¬ 
er  the  Senator  has  just  made  reference  to 
the  fact  that  the  Spokane  office  is  shortly 
to  be  closed. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  true;  with 
10  employees  to  be  affected,  and  with  a 
savings  of  $38,992. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  In  addition  to  that, 
Mr.  President,  there  are  these  pending 
actions: 

Dade  County,  Fla.,  by  State  legislature 
action,  effective  September  1,  1949. 

Topeka,  Kans.,  effective  September  14, 
1949. 

Dallas  County,  Tex.,  effective  Septem¬ 
ber  14,  1949. 

Orange  County,  containing  Laguna 
Beach — I  assume  that  must  be  Califor¬ 
nia — effective  October  1,  1949. 


were  informed 


en  a  list 
has  been 
I  think  it 
Senate  to 
fcoRD  at  the  end 
unanimous  con- 


Austin,  Tex.,  effective  September 
1949. 

Jacksonville,  Fla. — the  effective 
is  not  given — and  St.  Augustine, 

Those  include  all  the  actions  planned 
for  any  early  date. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been 
of  every  decontrol  action  w. 
taken,  with  its  effective  d; 
might  be  informative  tc^fthe 
have  it  placed  in  the 
of  my  remarks,  and  I 
sent  that  that  be  dqare. 

The  PRESIDINCPOFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  SQ^rdered. 

(See  exhibit X) 

Mr.  SPARI^MAN.  There  is  a  break¬ 
down  showing  in  detail  the  number  of 
employees/fn  each  individual  office,  to¬ 
gether  wl'th  the  amount  of  savings,  as 
well  a^ttie  total.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  tinat  the  table  be  placed  at  the  end 
of  jirfy  remarks 

ie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
Sjection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
said  last  night  that  the  Office  of  the 
Housing  Expediter  had  been  pretty  well 
overrun  with  work  since  the  enactment 
of  the  rent-control  law  this  year.  I 
stated  that  Mr.  Woods  had  said  that 
within  the  first  6  weeks,  as  I  recall,  of 
the  life  of  the  new  law  over  a  million  ap¬ 
plications  had  been  given  out  for  adjust¬ 
ments.  We .  proposed  that  expeditious 
consideration  should  be  given  to  those 
applications  and  that  early  action  should 
be  taken  on  them,  and  with  that  in  mind 
we  said  that  in  each  office  there  should 
be  an  employee  who  would  have  the  ex¬ 
plicit  job  of  helping  landlords  to  make 
out  their  applications. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  have  been  impressed  by 
the  fact  that  since  the  law  of  1949  be¬ 
came  effective,  more  than  a  million  forms 
for  adjustments  of  rent  in  one  way  or 
another  have  been  submitted  through¬ 
out  the  country.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  inform  the  Senate  how  many 
jf  those  forms  have  been  returned  to  the 
ffice  of  the  Housing  Expediter  for  ac¬ 
tion?  I  think  therein  lies  the  substance 
of  tjfc  controversy  at  the  moment. 

MrNgPARKMAN.  I  cannot  say  how 
many  mve  been  submitted,  but  I  have  a 
statement  which  shows  the  number  for 
May  and  Jtane;  and,  as  the  Senator  will 
recall,  the  §e-called  fair  net  operating 
income  formula  was  not  put  into  effect 
until  the  early’cart  of  May;  I  think  it 
was  May  2,  but  l\n  not  sure. 

Mr.  CAIN.  MajXask  the  Senator  how 
many  applications  wtre  submitted  dur¬ 
ing  the  months  to  wn^ji  he  has  just  re¬ 
ferred? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  ThSfce  were  33,034 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  have  beert  told,  and  I 
stand  ready  to  be  correctedNfchat  33,000 
returned  forms  represent  all\he  forms 
which  have  beeri  submitted  to  che  Office 
of  the  Housing  Expediter,  whic\  indi¬ 
cates  that  we  are  not  very  much^con- 
cerned  with  the  million  forms  which  vi^re 
dispatched  and  sent  out  to  tenants  a 
landlords,  but  we  are  concerned  with  tti 
workload  resulting  from  those  forms 
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Ir.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
aiftwery  glad  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
has  inade  that  statement,  because  it  am¬ 
ply  cwmonstrates  that  the  word  “con¬ 
fused”  should  not  be  applied  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  froni  Wyoming,  but  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILMAMS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  contend  that  the  war  is 
not  over? 

Mr.  O’MAHOftEY.  The  increase  in 
the  reserve  fleet  i^because  vessels  which 
were  utilized  durink  the  war  are  now 
placed  in  the  reserveileet  and  are  under 
th«  care  of  the  Marinkme  Commission. 
Therefore  the  personne\had  to  be  in¬ 
creased  for  that  purpose. 

The  committee  amendm&at  will  have 
the  effect  of  increasing  the  laumber  of 
personnel  from  4,313  to  4,554;  ihat  is  to 
say,  241.  That  is  an  increase  aoeve  the 
House  figure.  The  increases  are\>  the 
following  categories: 

Shipyards,  from  96  to  104;  waPg- 
houses,  150  to  162;  reserve  fleet,  2,019 
2,240. 

So  the  Senator  will  see  that  the  in- 
creased  personnel  for  the  reserve  fleet 
amounts  to  221,  and  the  other  increases 
are  in  shipyards  and  warehouses.  So 
the  increase  is  not,  as  I  stated  at  the  be¬ 
ginning,  in  the  item  which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  has  been  discussing. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  not  discussing 
the  increase,  necessarily  I  am  discuss¬ 
ing  the  over-all  picture  of  the  Maritime 
Commission.  If  the  amendment  be 
adopted,  reducing  the  amount  5  percent, 
the  Commission  will  still  have  approxi¬ 
mately  2V2  times  as  many  employees  as 
it  had  at  any  time  prior  to  the  war,  and 
four  times  as  many  as  it  had  in  1938.  It 
will  have  more  employees  than  it  had  6 
months  after  the  war  started.  Certainly 
if  we  are  ever  going  to  cut  back  expendi¬ 
tures,  now  is  the  time. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  last  night 
emphasized  the  fact,  and  I  am  somewhat 
inclined  to  agree  with  him — the  Senate 
agreed,  anyway — that  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  should  have  its  full  re¬ 
quested  appropriation  because  it  had 
done  such  a  fine  job.  We  all  recognize 
that  the  Maritime  Commission  has  done 
one  of  the  worst  jobs  of  any  department; 
in  Washington.  The  General  Accour 
ing  Office  has  stated  that  the  bookybf 
the  Maritime  Commission  were  in/the 
worst  shape  it  had  ever  found /them. 
The  year  before  that  it  was  staled  that 
they  were  worse  than  they  hadyfven  been 
up  to  that  time.  I  think  it  i^fibout  time 
we  put  a  check  on  the  Mantime  Com¬ 
mission.  There  is  so  mrfch  confusion 
there  that  if  we  can  get^d  of  some  em¬ 
ployees,  so  that  each  onre  will  know  what 
his  job  is,  it  might  beypossible  to  improve 
the  situation. 

With  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
the  Maritime  Commission,  over  all,  will 
have  2V2  morar  employees  than  it  had 
prior  to  the  m\ ar.  I  certainly  hope  the 
Senate  wilhfedopt  my  amendment. 

Mr.  O’MaHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
commitye  has  reduced  the  appropria¬ 
tion  anrfH  the  authority.  On  page  52,  line 
22,  itWill  be  observed  that  the  House  gave 
thq^Commission  contract  authority  in  the 
amount  of  $70,125,000.  The  committee 
/educed  that  to  $50,000,000. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  the  Senator  once  again  that  we 
are  not  discussing  the  amendment  on 
page  52,  line  22.  We  are  discussing  the 
amendment  on  page  51,  line  21,  involving 
the  appropriation  which  covers  em¬ 
ployees.  When  we  reach  the  next  page, 
we  will  discuss  that  amendment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
what  the  Senator  says  gives  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  committee  has  been 
increasing  these  appropriations.  I  want 
the  Senate  to  know  that  on  the  over-all 
we  have  made  a  reduction  in  the  amount 
of  money  which  will  be  at  the  command 
of  the  Maritime  Commission  during  the 
next  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  just  made  an  ex¬ 
cellent  argument  for  the  amendment  I 
have  proposed,  because  he  says  that  on 
the  following  page  he  is  going  to  propose 
a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  money 
.which  the  Commission  will  have  to 
lend;  yet  on  page  51  he  is  going  to  give 
trtwn  more  employees  and  spend  I9& 
money. 

MffSG)’MAHONEY.  That  is  in  thif  ad¬ 
ministrative  field,  which  will  be^meces- 
sary,  in\he  judgment  of  the  committee, 
to  carry  functions  which  ^innot 
avoided. 

Mr.  WILLB^MS.  I  still  jfrge  that  the 
Senate  adoptVhe  amerament,  and  I 
do  so  particular^  in  yew  of  the  fact 
that  the  bill  has  Wien  yn  the  Senate  cal¬ 
endar  since  July  8,\«d  during  this  time 
62  Members  of  theJEacate  have  gone  on 
record  as  favoring  a  ^percent  cut,  ex¬ 
actly  what  I  am  /(roposinkby  my  amend¬ 
ment.  There Js  nothingVi  the  resolu¬ 
tion  62  Members  of  the  Senate  signed 
which  suggests  that  appropkations  be 
cut  in  aUr the  departments  eScept  the 
Maritime  Commission.  No;  weN^ant  to 
cut  tha^faritime  Commission  app\pria- 
tion  /fiso. 

:ain,  we  are  all  trying  to  get  on"%he 
bgfid  wagon,  so  to  speak,  by  favoring' 
iduction  in  excise  taxes.  I  want  it  to> 
appear  in  the  Record  that,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  in  answering  the  roll  calls  on  the 
pending  bill,  we  are  voting  on  the  pros¬ 
pective  taxes  which  will  be  levied  be¬ 
cause  if  we  cannot  reduce  these  appro¬ 
priations,  it  is  idiotic  to  talk  about  re- 


AUTHORIZATION  TO  REPORT  THE  ECA 
APPROPRIATION  BILL  DURING  RECESS 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
request  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  McKellar]  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  may  have  authority  to  report  back 
to  the  Senate  H.  R.  4830,  the  bill  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  foreign  aid,  dur¬ 
ing  the  recess  of  the  Senate  between  now 
and  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  there 
will  be  no  objection  voiced  by  me,  but  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  acting  majority 
leader  how  long  he  thinks  it  will  take 
to  get  action  on  the  bill,  if  the  Senate 
may  care  to  take  a  recess.  If  he  has 


contacted  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  I  should  like  to 
have  him  tell  us  how  long  it  is  expected 
the  committee  will  sit  tonight.  I  make 
the  inquiry  because  some  of  us  are  very 
much  interested  in  getting  the  ECA  bill 
in  shape  to  report  back. 

Mr.  MYERS.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  as  well  as  the  minority  leader, 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  are  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  and  desire  to  attend  the  meeting 
which  was  called  for  about  5  o’clock. 
The  majority  leader  has  suggested  that 
the  Senate  take  a  recess  at  5:30. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No  ob¬ 
jection  being  interposed,  the  unanimous 
consent  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  expect  a  vote 
between  now  and  5:30  o’clock  on  the 
pending  amendment  or  any  other 
amendment? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  am  not  going  to 
ask  for  any  vote. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Some  of  the  Senators 
who  desire  to  go  to  the  meeting  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  wondered 
whether  there  would  be  a  vote. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  satisfied  there 
will  be  a  vote,  because  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  anxious  for  a  vote. 
INUEPK'lTDk'NT  UI'I'IUR  AWHUPUlATlUNtj,  ' 

1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4177)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Executive  Office  and 
sundry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
boards,  commissions,  corporations,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  some  information  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  appropriation  for  the  Mari¬ 
time  Commission.  On  the  top  of  page  53 
I  read  this  language: 

Provided  further,  That  any  funds  and  con¬ 
tract  authority  avaUable  for  new  ship  con¬ 
struction  under  the  limitation  herein,  and 
any  funds  and  contract  authority  available 
for  new  ship  construction  in  the  Supplemen¬ 
tal  Independent  Offices  Appropriation  Act, 
1949,  shall  be  avaUable  during  the  fiscal  year 
950  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary, 
in^he  wise  discretion  of  the  Commissioners 
in  au  the  circumstances,  for  use  in  acquisi¬ 
tion  ^id  completion  of  the  vessels  Mariposa. 
and  MSnterey,  or  either  of  them,  as  author¬ 
ized  in\he  said  Supplemental  Independent 
Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1949. 

Mr.  President,  in  reading  the  House 
committee  ntoort  on  the  pending  bill  I 
find  the  following  statement  on  page  32: 

In  continuing  tms  provision  the  committee 
wishes  to  make  it  otear  that  action  taken  is 
left  to  the  discretional  the  Commissioners, 
and  that  in  acquirin^tthe  Monterey  or  the 
Mariposa  or  both  from  Oceanic  and  la  their 
sale  to  another  United  States-flag  operator 
it  is  to  be  understood  thaXthe  Commission 
may  resell  such  ships  on  mortgage  terms  or 
may  contribute  a  construction  differential 
subsidy  to  the  cost  of  improvements  to  the 
vessels  or  both,  but  that  it  may  n<\“b,iil  out” 
Oceanic  for  its  managerial  mistakes 

I  see  nothing  in  the  text  of  the  \ill  re¬ 
lating  to  the  bailing  out,  or  any  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  bailing  out  Oceanic  because 
of  managerial  mistakes.  Can  the  Senate 
from  Wyoming  advise  the  Senate  what 
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ttoose  managerial  mistakes  referred  to 
mW  be? 

Mv.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
SenaKu:  from  Vermont  has  addressed  an 
inquirySto  me  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  iH,.  the  bill  dealing  with  the  re- 
conversionSfind  improvement  of  the  ves¬ 
sels  Mariposa  and  Monterey.  I  am  very 
happy  the  Senator  has  raised  this  ques¬ 
tion,  because  Caroused  my  interest  in 
the  hearings  of \jre  committee. 

I  have  not  seefi^he  report  from  which 
the  Senator  read,  oyt  I  listened  to  the 
language,  and  it  is  familiar  to  me.  I  am 
sure  it  is  the  report  of  The  subcommittee 
he  is  quoting.  The  language  to  which 
the  Senator  referred,  Ttfie  warning 
against  bailing  out  the  owfcers,  was  in 
the  subcommittee  report,  buwfit  did  not 
appear  in  the  final  report  wnlgh  came 
to  us. 

We  checked  upon  this  matte^-and 
the  Senator  will  find  the  evidence  %pon 
it — and  because  of  that  we  did  w^o 
things.  We  inserted  the  word  “wise” 
line  8,  page  53,  and  the  words  “in  all 
the  circumstances”  in  the  same  line,  so 
that  there  is  an  injunction  in  the  bill 
which  calls  to  the  attention  of  the  Mari¬ 
time  Commission  the  necessity  of  using 
its  wise  discretion  in  all  the  circum¬ 
stances  for  the  use  and  acquisition  and 
completion  of  the  vessels  Mariposa  and 
Monterey. 

Mr.  President,  it  appears  that  these 
two  vessels,  which  were  the  property  of 
the  Oceanic  Steamship  Co.,  which  in 
turn  is  a  subsidiary  of  the  Matson  Line, 
were  used  by  the  Government  during  the 
war.  They  were,  after  the  war,  to  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  owners,  that  is  to  say  the 
Oceanic  Steamship  Co.  The  owners  were 
entitled  to  have  them  reconditioned, 
that  is  to  say  restored  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  in  which  they  were  previously.  It 
was  desired,  however,  to  have  some  im¬ 
provements  made.  The  bids  apparently 
were  secured  by  the  Maritime  Commis¬ 
sion  to  have  this  work  done  at  the  New¬ 
port  News  shipyard  at  the  price  of  about 
eight  and  one-half  million  dollars  each. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Eight  million  two  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  dollars  each.  That  was 
the  firm  bid. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  was  the  firji 
bid  by  the  east-coast  shipbuilding  cc 
pany,  a  well-equipped  company.  Bur  the 
owners  wanted  the  work  to  be  dime  in 
the  shipyards  of  the  Matson  Lin/ on  the 
Pacific  coast.  The  work  was  undertaken 
and  the  cost  greatly  exceeded  not  only 
the  bid  which  was  offered  Jby  the  east- 
coast  shipbuilders,  but  exceeded  the  es¬ 
timates  of  the  Matson  Line  and  the  Oce¬ 
anic  Steamship  Line  ij/elf,  so  that  they 
were  compelled  to  abandon  the  rehabili¬ 
tation  and  reconversion  and  improve¬ 
ment. 

An  effort  was/hade  thereafter  to  have 
one  of  these  vessels  turned  over  to  the 
Oceanic  Co/ior  the  amount  of  work 
which  hadyfllready  been  done,  and  then 
that  the  ^Maritime  Commission  should 
take  ba^k  the  other  ship,  thereby  re- 
lievin&The  owners  of  the  burden  of  the 
managerial  mistakes  to  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator refers. 

The  Senate  committee,  in  order  to 
take  certain  that  it  should  not  be  over* 


looked,  wrote  this  paragraph  into  the 
report: 

The  Senate  committee  has  taken  note  of 
the  report  of  the  House  committee  concern¬ 
ing  the  ships  Mariposa  and  Monterey.  This 
committee  wishes  to  stress  that  the  Maritime 
Commission,  with  its  discretionary  power, 
should  protect  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  in  all  such  negotiations. 

But  as  chairman  of  the  committee  I 
undertook  to  go  a  step  further,  and  I 
wrote  a  letter  to  General  Fleming,  the 
Chairman  of  the  United  States  Maritime 
Commission.  I  shall  read  the  letter  into 
the  record.  It  will  be  in  response  to 
the  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 
The  letter  was  dated  July  13,  1949,  ad¬ 
dressed  to  Maj.  Gen.  Philip  B.  Fleming, 
Chairman,  United  States  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  is  as 
follows : 

Dear  General:  You  will  recall  my  tele¬ 
phone  conversation  with  you  shortly  after 
the  hearings  on  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  at  which  witnesses  for 
the  Maritime  Commission  were  heard.  I 
called  your  attention  at  that  time  to  the 
Jestimony  with  respect  to  the  reconversio: 
ad  improvement  of  the  ships  Mariposa  a: 
iterey,  which  was  given  both  before  Jhe 
Hotke  and  the  Senate  subcommittees. 

It  was  with  this  in  mind  that  the  J3enate 
committee  has  written  into  its  report,  on 
page  lO.Yjie  following  paragraph: 

“The  Settete  committee  has  tajfen  note  of 
the  report  ck  the  House  commUSee  concern¬ 
ing  the  shipsWariposa  and  Monterey.  This 
committee  wishes  to  stress  yrat  the  Maritime 
Commission,  wilt  its  discretionary  power, 
should  protect  tiV  interests  of  the  United 
States  in  all  such  l^ig/iations. 

Then  I  proceed  j^tfie  letter : 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  commit¬ 
tee  amehded  thepparagraph  of  the  bill  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  acquisition  aad  completion  of 
the  two  vess^$  by  inserting  laae  word  "wise’’ 
before  the  word  “discretion”  ^nd  the  words 
“in  all  the  circumstances"  aftW  the  word 
“Commissioners, "  so  that  the  sentence  reads: 

Than  I  set  it  forth  as  it  appear\in  the 
bill. /The  letter  continues: 

ie  purpose  of  these  amendments  wSk  to 
iphasize  the  concern  of  the  committee  wkh 
fespect  to  the  action  that  may  be  taken  fc 
the  restoration,  improvement  or  purchase  of' 
one  or  both  of  these  vessels. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  cost  of 
reconversion  and  improvement  of  the  two 
vessels  was  so  vastly  in  excess  of  original  esti¬ 
mates  and  bids  that  the  work  was  finally 
abandoned  and  that  there  has  now  been 
some  discussion  of  applying  the  unpaid  bal¬ 
ance  upon  one  of  the  vessels  and  having  the 
Maritime  Commission  purchase  the  other.  It 
is  my  understanding,  further,  that  under  the 
law  the  Maritime  Commission  may  not  ac¬ 
quire  any  vessel  in  these  circumstances  un¬ 
less  it  has  a  known  purchaser.  Without  such 
a  purchaser  a  vessel  now  acquired  by  the 
Maritime  Commission  would  in  all  probability 
have  to  be  laid  up  with  other  vessels  now  in 
the  reserve  fleet. 

The  committee  did  not  have  sufficient  time 
to  hold  a  detailed  hearing  upon  the  matter 
and  I  therefore  take  the  liberty  of  calling 
your  attention  to  the  circumstances  which 
led  the  committee  to  amend  the  bill  and  to 
make  the  statement  contained  in  the  report. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  ^ 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  fromr 
Wyoming  believe  that  that  letter  is  su m- 
ciently  binding  to  prevent  the  Maritime 
Commission  from  bailing  out  the  ^Cam- 
ship  company?  f 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  the  Maritime  Commission  has 
been  put  sufficiently  on  noj^e  so  there 
is  no  danger  of  that.  JF 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  n/  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  undersWmd  that  three  of 
the  five  members  of  tne  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  are  apparently  in  favor  of  bail¬ 
ing  out  this  steamship  company,  and  that 
one  of  them  hag^ilready  asked  to  have 
the  matter  reopened? 

Mr.  O’MAEfONEY.  I  was  not  aware 
of  that.  £ 

Mr.  AIJPEN.  Furthermore,  does  not 
the  Senator  understand  that  when  these 
two  sh|ps,  the  Mariposa  and  the  Mon- 
terey;fwe re  returned  to  Oceanic  there 
wasfk  flat  allowance  made  by  the  War 
Shipping  Administration  on  each  vessel 
jvhich  ran  between  $5,000,000  and  $6,- 
’  000,000  for  each  one? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  do  not  have  the 
figures  in  mind.  What  the  Senator  says 
bears  out  what  I  said  in  the  letter  to 
General  Fleming.  The  circumstances 
are  as  the  Senator  describes  them,  but 
what  the  exact  figures  were  I  do  not 
know. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  War  Shipping  Ad¬ 
ministration  made  an  allowance  of  $6,- 
000,000  on  each  vessel,  and  the  ship  com¬ 
pany  at  that  time  expressed  itself  as  be¬ 
ing  very  well  pleased  with  the  deal.  Then 
bids  were  called  for,  for  the  reconversion 
of  the  vessels  plus  some  improvements 
which  the  company  desired  for  itself. 
The  Newport  News  Shipbuilding  Co. 
bid  $8,200,000  on  each  of  the  vessels  for 
reconverting  them  and  fixing  them  up 
with  improvements.  Incidentally  both 
ships  are  18  years  old.  However,  rather 
than  let  this  firm  contract  to  have  the 
work  done  for  $8,200,000  for  each  ship, 
the  Oceanic  turned  the  business  over 
to - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  To  the  Matson 
Line  shipyard. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  United  Engineer¬ 
ing  Co.,  which  is  a  subsidiary  of  the 
itson  Line,  and  as  the  work  pro¬ 
gressed— it  was  about  two-thirds  com¬ 
plete!  on  one  of  the  boats  and  one- 
thirdVompleted  in  the  other— it  was 
found  Saat  it  was  going  to  cost,  not  the 
$8,200,00ff;  which  had  been  bid  by  the 
Newport  \ews  Co.,  but  more  than 
$15,000,000  p^r  boat  in  the  way  the  work 
was  being  dor 

Mr.  O’MAHCKEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  say  to  the  Senator  that  there  are 
specific  provisions  dtlaw  already  existing 
which  I  think  must\nide  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  One  of  these  isrWction  215  of  the 
Merchant  Marine  ActVf  1936.  Then 
there  is  section  502  (g)  dlthe  1936  act, 
and  section  501  (c).  TB$se  sections 
provide  the  specific  conditions  under 
which  the  Maritime  Commission  may 
acquire  vessels.  It  may  not  do  It  unless 
it  has  a  present  contract  of  resale  so 
as  to  protect  the  Government. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  Presid^t, 
will  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yielc 
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Mr.  McKellar,  from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  48301 


The  Committee  on  Appropriations,  to  whom  was  recommitted  the 
hill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  report  the  same  to 
the  Senate  with  various  amendments  and  present  herewith  information 
relative  to  the  changes  made. 

Amount  of  bill  as  passed  House _ $5,  617,  470,  OOO 


Amount  of  increase  by  Senate  committee  (net) _  1  30,  254,  000 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _  5,  647,  724,  000 


Amount  of  estimates  considered _  6,  322,  544,  000 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  is  under  the 

estimates -  674,  820,  000 

*  the  foregoing  tabulation  indicates  the  Senate  committee  has  recommended  appropriations  in 

this  bill  $30, 254,000 jn  excess  of  the  House  bill,  in  reality  the  committee  is  recommending  appropriations 
which  are  $479,8/1,420  below  the  House  bill  and  $674,820,000  below  the  budget  estimates 
The  Senate  committee  bill  places  the  appropriation  for  ECA  for  fiscal  year  1950  on  a  12-month  fiscal-year 
basis,  whereas  the  House  had  authorized  the  use  of  the  funds  in  1016  months.  If  the  House  figure  for  ECA 
of  $3,568,470,000  for  10^  months  is  projected  for  a  12-month  period,  the  figure  for  comparison  with  the  Senate 
amount  is  $4,078,251 ,420.  This  amount,  when  compared  with  the  Senate  committee1  figure  of  $3  628  380  000 
reveals  a  reduction  of  $449,871,420  under  the  House  figure  for  ECA  for  fiscal  year  1950.  To  this  reduction 
must  be  added  reductions  of  $25,000,000  in  the  funds  for  government  and  relief  in  the  occupied  areas  and 
$5,000,000  in  the  funds  for  Greece  and  Turkey— a  total  reduction  of  $479,871,420  under  the  House  bill 


Introduction 


This  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate  the  first  time  on  July  12,  1949. 
A  point  of  order  was  made  against  the  bill  because  it  contained  certain, 
legislative  provisions  recommended  by  the  committee.  The  point  of 
order  was  sustained,  and  the  bill  was  recommitted  to  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  on  July  27,  1949. 
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Certain  amendments  proposed  by  the  committee  had  been  agreed 
to  by  the  Senate  prior  to  recommittal  of  the  bill,  and  the  committee 
in  reporting  the  bill  to  the  Senate  at  this  time  is  including  these  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  bill  in  the  exact  form  as  previously  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate. 

Certain  of  the  language  amendments  previously  recommended  by 
the  committee  have  been  redrafted  and  are  included  in  the  bill  as 
reported  to  the  Senate  at  this  time.  The  other  language  amendments 
previously  proposed  by  the  committee  are  legislative  in  character  and 
have  not  been  included  in  the  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  at  this  time, 
but  they  will  be  offered  separately  on  the  Senate  floor  under  motions 
to  suspend  the  rules. 

The  language  amendments  which  were  in  the  bill  when  it  was 
reported  on  July  12,  and  which  have  been  redrafted  and  included  in 
this  bill  are: 

(1)  The  amendments  with  respect  to  the  purchase  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  by  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
and  the  Department  of  the  Army; 

(2)  The  amendment  with  respect  to  assistance  to  Spain;  and 

(3)  The  amendment  which  would  prevent  the  use  by  a  participating 
country  of  local  counterpart  funds  in  cases  where  the  country  has 
failed  to  comply  with  treaties  with  the  United  States. 

Language  amendments  which  were  included  in  the  bill  reported 
July  12,  and  which  have  been  deleted  from  the  current  bill  and  are 
to  lie  offered  on  the  Senate  floor  under  a  motion  to  suspend  the  rules 
are— 

(1)  The  language  authorizing  the  Administrator  of  ECA  to  borrow 
$150,000,000  from  the  Treasury  for  use  as  loans  under  the  program; 

(2)  The  amendment  directing  the  use  of  counterpart  funds  for 
the  purpose  of  publicity  by  press,  radio,  or  any  other  means  of  the 
use  of  ECA  funds; 

(3)  The  amendment  with  respect  to  dismantling  of  German  war 
plants. 

(4)  The  amendment  directing  that  when  members  of  the  armed 
forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  the  GARIOA 
appropriation,  the  travel  allowances  are  to  be  paid  from  GARIOA 
appropriations; 

(5)  The  amendment  authorizing  employees  of  civilian  agencies  of 
the  Government  in  Germany  to  use  Army  facilities  for  the  purchase 
of  subsistence  supplies  without  the  necessity  for  paying  a  10  percent 
additional  charge;  and 

(6)  The  amendment  with  respect  to  the  production  of  nitrogenous 
fertilizer  materials  in  Army  plants. 

The  committee  also  considered  an  amendment  authorizing  the  use 
of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  unobligated  balance  made  available  under 
the  China  Aid  Act,  as  amended,  for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition, 
subsistence,  and  return  passage  to  China  of  Chinese  students.  This 
amendment  will  be  considered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  text  of  the  amendments  to  be  offered  on  the  Senate  floor  are 
as  follows: 

AUTHORITY  TO  BORROW  FROM  TREASURY  FOR  USE  AS  LOANS  UNDER  PROGRAM 

:  Provided  further,  That  the  Administrator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to 
time  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  an 
amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  $150,000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating 
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funds  during  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-1  mpoit  Bank  of  Washington  for  assist¬ 
ance.  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said  Act;  and  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  section  111  (c)  of  said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable,  be  applicable 
to  the  notes  authorized  to  be  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all  functions  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 
in  extending  the  assistance  provided  for  herein. 

USE  OF  COUNTERPART  FUNDS  TO  PUBLICIZE  AMERICAN  ASSISTANCE 

The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such  amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated 
pursuant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as 
may  be  necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  publicity  through  the  press,  radio, 
and  all  other  available  media,  so  as  to  inform  the  peoples  of  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  regarding  the  assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and  character,  furnished 
by  the  American  taxpayer:  Provided,  That  quarterly  reports  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  shall  be  made  to  the  Congress  by  the  Administrator  of  the  program  under¬ 
taken  pursuant  to  this  section. 

DISMANTLING  GERMAN  WAR  PLANTS 

:  Provided  further,  That  the  list  of  limited  and  prohibitive  industries  scheduled  for 
destruction  in,  or  removal  from,  Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the  Administrator  of 
I  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall  seek  to  obtain  the  retention  in  Ger¬ 
many  of  such  plants  on  this  list  as  would  best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in 
Germany 

TRAVEL  EXPENSES  TO  BE  PAID  FROM  GARIOA  APPROPRIATION 

;  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the  armed  forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the 
purpose  of  this  appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances  to  which  they 
may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom 

USE  BY  EMPLOYEES  OF  CIVILIAN  AGENCIES  OF  ARMY  FACILITIES  FOR  PURCHASE  OF 

SUBSISTENCE  SUPPLIES 

;  Provided  further,  That  when  the  Department  of  the  Army,  under  the  authority  of 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  furnishes  subsistence 
supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  serving  in 
Germany,  payment  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made  without  regard  to  the 
10  per  centum  additional  charge  required  by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  subsistence 
supplies  by  such  personnel  shall  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian  personnel  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army  serving  in  Germany 

FERTILIZER  AMENDMENT 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  the  Department  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West 
\  Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San 
r  Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of  anhydrous 
ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  com¬ 
pounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied  countries  and.  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Republic  of 
South  Korea.  From  the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  “Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas”  an  amount  equivalent  to  the 
cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  and  any  other  laws  in 
conflict  herewith,  are  repealed  effective  June  30,  1949. 

CHINESE  STUDENTS 

The  President  is  authorized  and  directed  to  allocate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  sum 
of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  unobligated  balance  of  the  amount  made  available  under 
section  12  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948”,  approved  April  19,  1949  ( Public  Law  47 .  Eighty-first  Congress),  to  be  used, 
under  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  prescribe,  for  necessary  expenses 
of  tuition,  subsistence,  and  return  passage  to  China  for  selected  citizens  of  China  to 
study  in  accredited  colleges,  universities,  or  other  educational  institutions  in  the  United 
States  approved  by  the  Secrctaiy  of  State  for  the  purposes  of  this  paragi  aph;  such 
amount  to  remain  available  until  expended. 
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In  reporting  the  bill  to  the  Senate  again,  the  committee  has  deleted 
all  legislation  included  in  the  bill  by  the  House. 

The  House  places  a  great  deal  of  legislation  in  each  appropriation 
bill,  and  the  legislative  provisions  included  by  the  House  are  in  many 
instances  necessary  to  the  efficient  operation  of  a  governmental  agency 
in  the  administration  of  funds  appropriated  by  the  Congress  as  well 
as  to  the  proper  safeguarding  and  protection  of  those  funds  in  the 
interest  of  the  taxpayer.  In  many  instances,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  be  permitted  to  amend  legislation 
included  in  appropriations  bills  by  the  House  either  to  strengthen  the 
legislation,  to  make  it  more  inclusive,  to  make  it  workable,  or  in  the 
interest  of  Government  economj7.  Furthermore,  once  the  House  has 
placed  a  legislative  provision  in  an  appropriation  bill  it  has  been  the 
situation  for  many  years  that  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee 
had  authority  to  amend  the  House  legislative  provision  so  long  as  the 
proposed  amendment  was  germane  to  the  House  language.  If  the 
Senate  Appropriations  Committee  is  placed  in  position  of  not  having 
the  authority  to  amend  legislation  placed  in  an  appropriation  bill 
by  the  House,  and  if  the  situation  is  that  such  legislation  can  only  be 
amended  by  first  suspending  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  which  requires  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Senate, 
then  it  is  obvious  that  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  as  well 
as  the  Senate  is  placed  in  a  highly  untenable  position  and  are  made 
impotent  to  deal  with  House  legislation  in  an  appropriation  bill  in  any 
effective  manner. 

To  direct  attention  to  the  situation  confronting  the  Senate  in  this 
regard,  the  committee  in  reporting  this  bill  to  the  Senate  again  has 
deleted  therefrom  all  legislation  included  in  the  bill  by  the  House. 
When  the  amount  and  extent  of  legislation  placed  in  this  bill  by  the 
House  is  considered,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Senate  and  its  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  would  in  most  instances  be  helpless  to  deal  with  the 
House  on  an  equal  basis  if  such  legislation  can  be  changed  or  added  to 
only  upon  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Senate. 

The  committee  was  well  aware  when  it  took  such  action  that  legisla¬ 
tive  provisions  of  considerable  consequence  to  the  departments  and 
agencies,  which  in  many  instances  had  been  included  in  the  budget 
estimates,  have  been  stricken,  but  the  committee  could  not  escape  the 
logical  conclusion  that  if  any  legislative  provision  should  not  be  in¬ 
serted  in  an  appropriation  bill  then  all  legislative  provisions  must  be 
removed  regardless  of  their  intrinsic  worth  or  regardless  of  whether 
they  had  been  inserted  by  the  House  of  Representatives  or  offered  in 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

The  committee  has  had  the  momentously  important  question  of  the 
exact  amount  of  foreign  economic  assistance  that  should  be  granted 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  and  for  a  final  portion  of  the  fiscal  year  1949, 
before  it  for  a  period  of  more  than  1%  months.  During  this  time  the 
committee  has  conscientiously  endeavored  to  ascertain  the  true  re¬ 
quirements  of  foreign  nations  who  are  recipients  of  our  financial  assist¬ 
ance.  To  this  end  the  most  extensive  set  of  hearings  possible  were 
held  and  a  great  amount  of  testimony  was  presented  by  the  agencies 
involved  in  behalf  of  funds  for  European  economic  assistance  and  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas.  Since  the  committee  had 
before  it  for  consideration  more  than  $6,000,000,000  in  appropriations 
requests,  or  one-seventh  of  the  entire  spending  program  of  the  Presi- 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  195  0 


5 


dent  for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  it  was  felt  that  more  than  ordinary  atten¬ 
tion  should  be  directed  toward  these  appropriations  requests.  Recent 
events  tend  to  indicate  that  a  declining  national  income,  a  deficit  in 
our  1949  Federal  budget,  and  an  expected  larger  deficit  in  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  a  series  of  recent  price  declines,  and  the  obvious  recovery 
of  many  nations  participating  in  the  European  recovery  program, 
make  possible,  and  desirable,  a  lesser  amount  of  appropriations  for 
foreign  purposes. 

It  is  for  this  reason,  therefore,  that  the  committee  feels  constrained 
to  recommend  to  the  Senate  reductions  in  the  appropriations  for  the 
purposes  of  this  bill  aggregating  $674,820,000  under  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates  and  $449,871,420  under  the  amounts  allowed  by  the  House. 

It  is  not  believed  that  the  reductions  made  will  in  anywise  either 
impede  the  continued  progress  of  these  programs  or  hamper  their 
administration  in  any  appreciable  way.  Careful  allocation  of  these 
funds  by  their  administrators  with  due  regard  for  proper  American 
interests  should  result  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  goals  of  these 
programs  and,  at  the  same  time,  should  relieve  the  American  taxpayer 
of  an  additional  unnecessary  drain  on  his  resources  in  order  to  assist 
foreign  nations. 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

In  its  first  report  to  the  Senate,  the  committee  recommended  an 
appropriation  of  $344,000  for  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation,  together  with  certain  language.  The  entire 
amendment  was  ruled  out  of  order  on  the  Senate  floor  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill.  Subsequent  to  the 
ruling  in  the  Senate,  the  Senate  adopted  an  amendment  providing 
language  which  contained  no  legislation  and  an  appropriation  of 
$344,000.  The  committee  amendment  recomended  in  the  bill  as 
reported  at  this  time  is  identical  with  the  amendment  previously 
agreed  to  by  the  Senate.  The  amendment  recommended  by  the 
committee  reads  as  follows: 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
4-72,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress, 
■$344,000:  Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950,  for  the  purpose  provided  herein. 

The  committee  heard  the  chairman  of  the  joint  committee  and 
members  of  his  staff.  It  is  the  consensus  of  the  committee  that  the 
work  of  the  joint  committee  has  been  of  inestimable  value  in  reviewing 
and  analyzing  the  functioning  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration.  Therefore,  the  committee  has  provided  the  funds  necessary 
to  implement  the  law  and  feels  that,  in  view  of  the  vast  operation 
involving  a  most  difficult  and  complex  program,  the  full  time  of  a 
committee  staff  is  required  in  studying  and  reporting  on  the  progress, 
the  administration,  and  execution  of  the  programs  of  United  States 
foreign  assistance. 
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The  European  Recovery  Program 

Tlie  mere  appropriation  of  funds,  no  matter  how  large  in  amount, 
will  not  assist  Europe  to  full  recovery  unless  the  nations  of  Europe, 
themselves,  are  willing  to  cooperate  economically  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible,  first,  in  the  elimination  of  all  unnecessary  trade 
barriers  and,  second,  in  the  free  interchange  of  their  currencies  on 
the  basis  of  true  value.  Steps  which  are  taken  in  the  contrary  direc¬ 
tion  will  only  serve  to  increase  American  liability  for  future  appropria¬ 
tions  in  greater  amount  and  will  put  recovery  further  out  of  possible 
reach.  European  nations  which  are  recipients  of  our  bounty  should 
take  greater  pains  to  solve  the  twin  problems  of  trade  barriers  and 
currency  exchange. 

It  is  further  obvious  that  the  nations  of  Europe  must  increase  by 
their  own  efforts  the  production  of  goods  for  their  own  use  and  for 
export.  While  production  has  been  on  the  increase,  labor  productivity 
could  be  increased  to  assure  the  success  of  the  program  within  the 
time  limits  established. 

The  committee  is  well  aware  that  the  amounts  recommended  for 
appropriations  to  the  participating  countries  under  the  European 
recovery  program  are  considerably  below  the  amounts  recently 
authorized  by  the  Congress  for  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  1949  and  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950.  At  the  time  these  authorizations  were  before 
the  Congress  the  proponents  of  the  program  repeatedly  stated  in 
answer  to  attempts  to  reduce  the  authorization  amounts  that  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  would  have  a  later  opportunity  to  examine  the  precise  needs 
of  this  program  and  to  determine  these  needs  in  the  light  of  detailed 
budget  justifications.  As  it  has  always  done,  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations  has  exercised  this  amply  recognized  function  and, 
therefore,  recommends  to  the  Congress  a  lesser  amount  of  appropria¬ 
tions  than  the  authorizations  granted  under  the  substantive  act.  It 
does  so  as  the  result  of  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  budget  justifications 
and  the  testimony  given  by  the  officials  representing  the  program. 

The  Administrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
testified  that  he  would  endeavor,  if  possible,  to  utilize  the  appro¬ 
priations  granted  by  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the  basis  of 
10)4  months  so  that  they  would  suffice  for  the  fiscal  year  1950.  Inas¬ 
much  as  the  committee  preferred'  to  make  appropriations  for  the 
entire  fiscal  year  and  inasmuch  as  the  committee  lias  allowed  a  greater 
sum  for  this  purpose  than  was  allowed  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  it  is  our  judgment  that  the  Administrator’s  desire  to  live  within 
the  appropriation  grants  will  be  enhanced  by  the  committee  action. 

The  total  of  $3,628,380,000  recommended  for  the  full  fiscal  year 
1950  is  based  on  the  committee’s  recognition  of  our  own  national 
fiscal  situation,  the  general  price  declines  which  are  still  occurring, 
and  the  judgment  that  this  sum  represents  the  limit  of  American 
capacity  to  render  foreign  economic  assistance  in  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

The  committee  allowed  the  full  request  of  $16,500,000  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  and  took  special  cognizance  of  the  increase  requested 
for  the  Controller’s  offices  abroad.  It  is  felt  that  these  offices  are  a 
most  sensitive  and  vital  aspect  of  the  proper  administration  of  the 
Economic  Coo  Deration  Administration  and  the  committee  expects  the 
offices  of  the  Controller  to  be  implemented  as  indicated  in  the  budget 
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justification.  For  fiscal  1950,  the  budget  proposal  indicates  additions 
of  47  American  personnel  to  these  offices.  It  is  the  view  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  such  increase  is  entirely  justified  and  should  be  accom¬ 
plished  as  expeditiously  as  feasible. 

In  addition,  the  committee  adopted  a  provision  which  would  prevent 
the  use  by  a  participating  country  of  local  counterpart  funds  when  that 
country  (a)  failed  to  comply  with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
or  ( b )  causes  or  permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  to  fail  to  comply 
with  any  such  treaty.  In  adopting  this  restriction  on  the  use  of  coun¬ 
terpart  funds  the  committee  had  in  mind  specifically  the  situation  in 
French  Morocco  where  American  business  interests  are  being  dis¬ 
criminated  against  in  violation  of  an  existing  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Moroccan  Government. 

For  the  period  April  3  to  June  30,  1949,  the  committee  in  reporting 
the  bill  to  the  Senate  on  July  12,  1949,  recommended  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $1,000,000,000,  which  amount  was  $74,000,000  under  the 
amount  of  the  budget  estimate  and  the  amount  approved  by  the 
House.  On  the  Senate  floor,  the  $74,000,000  was  restored  to  the 
bill.  The  committee  at  this  time,  therefore,  is  recommending  an 
appropriation  of  $1,074,000,000  in  accordance  with  the  previous 
action  of  the  Senate. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1950,  the  committee  recommended,  in  reporting 
the  bill  to  the  Senate  on  July  12,  1949,  $3,628,380,000  in  appropriation 
and  $150,000,000  in  the  form  of  a  public  debt  transaction,  which 
amount  could  be  used  for  loans  to  the  participating  countries,  making 
a  total  of  $3,778,380,000.  The  Senate  agreed  to  the  appropriation  of 
$3,628,380,000,  and  in  reporting  the  bill  again  to  the  Senate  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  recommending  the  same  amount  in  appropriation. 

With  respect  to  the  sum  of  $150,000,000  in  the  form  of  a  public  debt 
transaction,  the  language  which  was  in  the  first  reported  bill  was 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and,  consequently,  has  been  omitted 
from  the  bill  now  being  presented.  However,  a  motion  to  suspend 
the  rules,  in  order  to  offer  the  amendment  contained  in  the  first  re¬ 
ported  bill,  has  been  filed,  and  the  amendment  will  be  taken  up  on 
the  Seirate  floor. 

SPAIN 

The  committee  has  approved  and  is  including  in  the  bill  language 
with  respect  to  assistance  to  Spain  to  the  effect  that  $50,000,000  shall 
not  be  available  for  any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain. 

In  approving  this  provision,  the  committee  does  so  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  assistance  is  to  be  extended  upon  credit  terms  as 
provided  in  section  III  (c)  (2)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended. 

AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

The  committee  has  approved  and  is  including  in  the  bill  language  to 
the  effect  that  90  percent  of  the  amount  required  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products  (determined  surplus  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out 
in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration  budget  justification 
submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any  other  financing. 

This  same  language  has  also  been  included  by  the  committee  under 
the  appropriation  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas. 
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Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey 

The  committee  reduced  the  amount  requested  for  assistance  to 
Greece  and  Turkey  from  $50,000,000  to  $45,000,000.  This  appropria¬ 
tion  represents  the  final  phase  of  an  authorized  program  of  $675,- 
000,000  requested  by  the  President  pending  action  on  a  general 
request  for  military  assistance  now  before  the  Congress.  A  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  committee  were  of  the  view  that  the  sum 
allowed  will  not  impair  our  obligations  under  the  original  Greek- 
Turkey  authorization  act  and  that  the  sum  would  be  sufficient  in  view 
of  general  price  declines. 

National  Military  Establishment 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 

AVith  respect  to  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  of  the  opinion  that  former  enemy  nations  would  not  suffer 
unduly  by  a  restriction  of  funds  to  $900,000,000,  which  is  $25,000,000 
less  than  allowed  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  A  wise  and 
prudent  administration  of  these  funds,  whether  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army  or  the  State  Department,  which  is  expected  to  succeed 
the  Army  in  the  discharge  of  this  function,  should  make  it  possible 
for  the  responsible  administrators  to  govern  and  to  assist  these  occu¬ 
pied  areas  without  difficulty. 

Moreover,  the  committee  was  convinced  that  the  Department  of 
the  Army  was  requesting  a  larger  sum  for  administrative  purposes 
than  could  be  reasonably  justified  for  the  handling  of  the  problems 
inherent  in  providing  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas.  In 
consequence,  the  committee  ordered  a  reduction  from  $45,000,000  to 
$40,000,000  for  the  expenses  of  operating  this  program. 

Clearance  of  Foreign  Persons  Entering  the  United  States 

The  committee  particularly  wishes  to  express  its  concern  over  the 
interchange-of-persons  program  involving  the  bringing  of  national 
leaders,  industrial  and  labor  leaders,  and  students  from  participating 
countries  and  from  occupied  areas  to  this  country.  Both  GARIOA 
and  ECA  are  enjoined  to  exercise  the  greatest  possible  care  to  insure 
that  foreign  nationals  whose  friendship  and  regard  for  this  country 
are  questionable  should  not  be  permitted  to  visit  this  country,  at  our 
expense,  in  any  guise.  It  is  likewise  felt  that  any  amplification  of 
these  programs  for  the  interchange  of  persons  should  be  held  to  the 
minimum  consistent  with  the  positive  value  to  be  obtained  from  such 
expansion  and  the  availability  of  funds  which  may  be  safely  diverted 
from  the  major  purposes  of  both  GARIOA  and  ECA. 

By  way  of  reiteration,  the  committee  fully  expects  the  maximum 
possible  screening  and  clearance  of  all  foreign  nationals  allowed  to 
enter  this  country  under  the  guise  of  national  leadership,  education, 
or  other  reorientation  schemes. 

deletion  of  house  legislative  provisions 

In  reporting  the  bill  to  the  Senate  again,  the  committee  has  de¬ 
leted  all  legislation  included  in  the  bill  by  the  PIousc.  The  legislation 
deleted  by  the  committee  is  as  follows: 
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ECONOMIC  COOPERATION  ADMINISTRATION 

*  *  *  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the 

purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $6,000);  hire  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles;  maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage 
claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ;  health  service  program  as  authorized 
by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150);  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $6,000);  exchange  of 
funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  ex¬ 
change;  *  *  *  of  which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 

penditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a 
certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  advis¬ 
able  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher 
for  the  amount  therein  specified 

*  %  *  *  sfc  *  * 

including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this 
appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000) ;  purchase  (not  to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ;  health  service  program  as 
authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150);  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transporta¬ 
tion  of  privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000); 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss 
by  exchange;  *  *  *  not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 

tures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direction 
of  the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate 
of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to 
specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the 
amount  therein  specified 

******* 

:  Provided  further,  That  the  entire  amount  may  be  apportioned  for  obligation  or 
may  be  obligated  and  expended,  if  the  President  after  recommendation  by  the 
Administrator  deems  such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  said  Act 
during  the  period  ending  May  15,  1950 

******* 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

*  *  *  personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere  and, 

subject  to  such  authorizations  and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head 
of  the  department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allowances  (not  to 
exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not  to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like 
United  States  military  or  civilian  personnel),  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be  recpiired  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  appropriation;  *  *  *  services  as  authorized  by  section 

15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per 
diem  for  individuals;  health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150);  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672);  translation  rights, 
photographic  work,  educational  exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  in¬ 
cluding  preview  and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to  the 
operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing  and  binding;  purchase  and 
hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings, 
utilities,  facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United  States  com¬ 
manders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators  of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended 
in  their  respective  discretions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned) ; 

******* 

:  Provided,  That  the  general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  shall  apply  to 
expenditures  made  by  that  Department  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  f  urther, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside  continental 
United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections 
355,  1136,  3648,  and  3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi¬ 
cation  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of  any  person  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States;  Provided  further,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation 
may  be  made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  section 
3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act 


10 


FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  195  0 


of  1947  (Public  Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress):  Provided  further,  That  expendi¬ 
tures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of  economic  rehabilitation,  in  the 
occupied  areas  in  such  manner  as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided  further,  That  funds 
appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occu¬ 
pation  by  the  United  States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  exjaended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of  such  commodities  and 
technical  services,  and  commodities  procured  from  funds  herein  or  hertofore 
appropriated  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered  to 
such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation,  may  be  utilized 
by  the  President,  as  may  be  necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political 
and  economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further ,  That  before  any  such  assist¬ 
ance  is  made  available,  an  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  between  the  United 
States  and  the  recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such  area 
containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or  authority  as  the  President 
may  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance 
in  furtherance  of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such  agreement  shall, 
when  applicable,  include  requirements  and  undertakings  corresponding  to  the 
requirements  and  undertakings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17,  1947):  Provided  further, 
That  service  of  an  individual  rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert, 
consultant,  adviser,  or  technician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or  employ¬ 
ment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions  of  sections  281  or  283  of  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  ‘of  section  190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of 
section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or  of  any  other  Federal  law 
imposing  restrictions,  requirements,  or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment 
of  persons,  the  performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  compensation 
in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or  matter  involving  the  United  States: 
Provided  further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as 
practicable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges 
from  United  States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan  and  the 
Iiyukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to,  or  purchased  by,  United 
States  volunatry  nonprofit  relief  agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages  consigned 
to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Provided  further,  That  under  the  rules 
and  regulations  to  be  prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean  transportation  of  all  relief 
packages  of  food  or  other  general  classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan 
or  the  Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates  charged  by 
particular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments 
made  by  individuals  to  individuals:  Provided  further,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or  functions  provided 
for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be  transferred  to  any  such  department 
or  agency  such  unobligated  balances  of  this  apjrropriation  and,  without  reimburse¬ 
ment  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from  which  procured,  such  property 
as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to 
any  function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  transferred  may  be 
expended  either  under  the  authority  contained  herein  or  under  the  authority 
governing  the  activities  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

*  *  *  :  Provided ,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an  affidavit  shall  be  considered 
prima  facie  evidence  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts 
the  right  to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence: 
Provided  further,  That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  of  Government  em¬ 
ployees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  or  who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates, 
the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence  and 
accepts  employment  the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction,  shall  be 
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fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than~one  year,  or  both: 
Provided  further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law 

Sec.  202.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950’'. 
Increases  and  Limitations 

The  changes  in  the  amounts  of  the  House  bill  recommended  by  the 
committee  are  as  follows: 

Legislative  Branch 

SENATE 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate: 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion _ _  $344,  000 

The  committee  has  approved  an  amendment  to  the 
bill  providing  for  an  appropriation  of  $344,000  for  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Economic  Cooperation.  The 
budget  estimate  for  the  joint  committee  is  $344,000; 
however,  no  funds  were  provided  for  the  committee 
by  the  House  in  the  legislative  branch  appropriation 
bill  for  1950. 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration 

ECA  program  for  fiscal  year  1950 _  $59,  910,  000> 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  program  for  fiscal  year  1950 
is  $4,198,200,000.  The  House  approved  an  appropriation 
of  $3,568,470,000,  with  the  provision  that  the  funds  could 
be  expended  in  a  10J4-month  period.  The  committee  has 
deleted  the  provision  with  respect  to  the  lO^-month  pe¬ 
riod,  thereby  placing  the  appropriation  on  a  full  fiscal-year 
basis.  The  committee  has  provided  an  appropriation  for 
the  full  fiscal  year  of  $3,628,380,000,  which  is  an  increase 
in  the  appropriation  in  the  bill  of  $59,910,000.  However, 
as  is  explained  on  page  1  of  this  report,  the  amount  allowed 
by  the  Senate  committee  is  in  reality  a  reduction  under 
the  House  figure  of  $449,871,420  by  reason  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  being  made  for  a  12-month  period.  The  House 
figure  for  a  12-month  period  which  would  be  comparable 
with  the  Senate  committee  figure  is  $4,078,251,420.  The 
difference  between  this  figure  and  the  Senate  committee 
figure  is  $449,871,420. 

Agricultural  products,  surplus: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

(1)  ninety  per  centum  of  the  amount  required  to  finance 
the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products  ( deter¬ 
mined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture )  of  the 
kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  budget  justification  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any  other 
financing,  and  (2) 

The  foregoing  amendment  refers  to  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  budget  justification  submitted 
to  the  Senate,  which  justification  includes  the  tables  and 
other  material  submitted  by  the  ECA  and  which  breaks 
down  in  detail  the  expected  purchases  of  agricultural 
products. 


12  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  195  0 

Increases  and  Limitations — Continued 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration— Continued 
Spain,  assistance  to: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  be 
inserted  in  the  bill  which  provides  that  $50,000,000  of  the 
funds  available  to  the  ECA  shall  not  be  available  for  any 
other  purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain: 

and  ( 8 )  $50,000,000  shall  not  he  available  for  any  other 
; purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain 

Limitations  on  aid  to  countries  failing  to  comply  with 
any  treaty  with  United  States: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  amendment 
which  has  been  inserted  in  the  bill: 

:  Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  ap¬ 
propriated  with  respect  to  which  local  currencies  are 
deposited  as  provided  in  section  115  ( h )  (6)  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall, 
after  deposit  in  local  currency  accounts  as  a  result  of 
assistance  furnished,  be  made  available  for  expenditure 
by  any  recipient  country  so  long  as  such  country  ( 1 ) 
fails  to  comply  with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
or  (2)  causes  or  permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  (as 
designated  in  the  Bilateral  Agreements)  to  fail  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  such  treaty 

National  Military  Establishment 

Agricultural  products,  surplus: 

The  committee  has  approved  the  following  language  to 
be  inserted  in  the  bill: 

( 1 )  ninety  per  centum  of  the  amount  required  to 
finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products 
(determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture ) 
of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the 
Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any  other  financing, 
and  (2) 

The  foregoing  amendment  refers  to  the  Department  of 
the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate, 
which  justification  includes  the  tables  and  other  material 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  which 
breaks  down  in  detail  the  expected  purchases  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products. 


Total  increase 


$60,  254,  000 
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Decreases  and  Limitations 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey 

Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey,  fiscal  year  1950 _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  Greece  and  Turkey  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  year  1950  is  $50,000,000  which  is  the 
amount  approved  by  the  House.  The  committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  an  appropriation  for  this  purpose  of  $45,000,000 
which  is  $5,000,000  below  the  amount  allowed  in  the 
House  bill. 

National  Military  Establishment 

Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas _ 

The  budget  estimate  for  the  GARIOA  program  for  fiscal 
year  1950  is  $1,000,000,000.  The  House  approved  an 
appropriation  of  $925,000,000  and  the  committee  has 
reduced  this  figure  by  $25,000,000  to  provide  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $900,000,000.  The  committee  has  also  effected 
a  reduction  in  the  amount  available  for  administrative 
expenses  from  $45,000,000  approved  by  the  House  to 
$40,000,000. 

Total  decrease _ 

Total  increase _ 

Net  increase _ 

Amount  of  bill  as  reported  to  Senate _ 5 
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$5,  000,  000 


25,  000,  000 


30,  000,  000 
60,  254,  000 
30,  254,  000 
647,  724,  000 


COMPARISON  OF  AMOUNTS  IN  BILL  WITH  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  1949  AND  ESTIMATES  FOR  1950 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  8 1 9 

H.  R.  4830 

[Report  No.  812] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  27  (legislative  day,  May  23),  1949 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

July  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McKellak,  with  amendments 

July  27  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

July  30, 1949 

Reported  by  Mr.  McKellar,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 
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TITLE  I 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  TIIE  SENATE 
Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation,  as 
authorized  by  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as 
amended  by  Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  $ 344,000 : 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  the 
fiscal  year  1950,  for  the  purpose  provided  herein. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PEESIDENT 


ECONOMIC  COOPEKATION 


For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 


ings 


with  the 


of  this 


to 


hire  of 


a  Lav 
r  ii  lu  lui 


s  and  operation  and  hire  of 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  -{28-  Ur  Sr  Or  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  author  iced  by  law  -(h  Lb  Sr  Cr 

$6,000)-7  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  seetion  ddbl 
of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  and  loss  by  ex-change ;  $1,074,- 


3 


1  000,000y-ef  which  set  to  exceed  $125^000  shah  he  avail- 

2  able  fer  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  -(ether  than 

3  entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or 

4  the  Deputy  Administrator  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 

5  the  amount  of  each  sueh  expenditure  which  he  may  think 

6  it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  sneh  certificate  shall 

7  he  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speei  ■ 

8  fied:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the 

9  aggregate  shall  he  available  from  this  appropriation  and 

10  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap- 

11  propriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during  the 

12  period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

13  For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 

14  out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 

15  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 

16  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 

17  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  ef 

18  this  appropriation  -(net  to  exceed  $30,000)  -;  purchase  -(net 

19  te  exceed  two)-  and  hire  ef  passenger  motor  vehicles ;  main 

20  tenanee  and  operation  and  hire  ef  aircraft ;  payment  ef 

21  damage  claims  pursuant  te  law  -(28  4L  Sr  Or  2672)  ;  health 

22  serviee  pregram  as  authorized  by  law  -(5  4A  *=k  €b  4-50)  ; 

23  rents  in  the  District  ef  Columbia;  transportation  ef  privately 

24  owned  automobiles ;  entertainment  -(not  te  exceed  $25,000)  ; 

25  exchange  ef  funds  without  regard  te  section  3651  ef  the 
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Revised  Statutes ;  and  less  fey  exchange ;  $3-, 568, ■ 47-0,000 
$ 3,628,380,000 ,  of  which  (1)  90  per  centum  of  the  amount 
required  to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural 
products  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration  budget  justification  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  shall  7iot  be  available  for  any  other 


financing,  net  te  exceed  $500,000  shall  fee  available  fee 
expenditures  ef  a  confidential  character  -(ether  than  enter- 
under  Ore  direction  ef  the  -Administrator  er  the 


Deputy  A-dmimstratmy  who  shall  make  a  certificate  ef  the 
amount  ef  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think  it 
advisable  net  te  specify?  and  every  sneh  certificate  shall 

specified  and  (2)  $50,000,000  shall  not  be  available  for 
any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain :  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  fee  consolidated  and  merged  with 
appropriations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods,  and 


such  consolidated  appropriation  may  be  used  during  the 
fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein  specified: 
Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000  of  such 
consolidated  appropriation  shall  fee  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950:  Provided 
further,  That  the  entire  amount  may  fee  apportioned  for  efe- 
ligation  er  may  fee  obligated  and  expended,  if  the  President 
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after  recommendation  by  the  Administrator  deems  snob  action 
necessary  -to  eorry  out  the  purposes  el  said  Act  during  the 
period  ending  May  F5j  1&50:  Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  with  respect  to  which  local 
currencies  are  deposited  as  provided  in  section  115  (h)  (6) 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall, 
after  deposit  in  local  currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  furnished,  he  made  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
recipient  country  so  long  as  such  country  (1)  fails  to  comply 
with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States,  or  (2)  causes  or 
permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  (as  designated  in  the 
Bilateral  Agreements )  to  fail  to  comply  with  any  such  treaty. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 
For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediatley,  $50,000-, -000  $■ 45,000,000 ,  which,  together 
with  the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head, 
shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing 
limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation 
Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  shall  continue  in  effect;  and  the  existing  limitation 
under  said  head  on  the  amount  available  for  such  expenses 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from  “$400,000” 
to  “$425,000”:  Provided,  That  said  limitations  shall  apply 
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only  to  tlio  administrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of 
State. 

NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  Di strict  of 

and  limitations  as  may  he  prescribed  hy  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  eoneernedj  tnitiony  personal  allow- 
anees  -(not  to  exceed  $40  per  day (7  travel  expenses  -(not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  hhe  United  States 


or  civilian  personnel-)^  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  he 
repaired  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
hy  section  ho  of  the  Aet  of  August  3-y  44)46  (6  U  Sr  U 
oha ) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $60  per  diem  for  individuals-; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  hy  law  -(5  Ur  Sr  (A 
■1 50)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  -(38  U  S  U 
£6-7-2)  ;  translation  rights, 

( * v  1  n  1  n  j  Lt  p  nil  tlpjQuDiiiini  n m  it f  j  1 
v 'A  I  I  It  M  I  n  y  III  111  ill  ►'►Sill  111  1  1  i  *1 1  vtt  T1 

and  review  expenses  incident  thereto ;  expenses  incident  to 
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the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children ;  printing 
and  bindings  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  aircraft ;  repair  and  maintenance  of  boil-dings,  utilities, 
facilities-,  and  appurtenances ;  contingencies  for  the  -United 
States  commandersy  eonnnissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  -(not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  bead  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
$925,000,000  $ 900,000,000 ,  of  which  (1)  90  per  centum 
of  the  amount  required  to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  (determined  surplus  hg  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in 
the  Department  of  the  Army  budget  justification  submitted 
to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any  other  financing, 
and  (2)  not  to  exceed  $45,000,000  $40,000,000  shall  be 
available  for  administrative  expenses —Provided,  4hat  the 
general  previsions  ef  -the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal 
year  4050  for  the  military  functions  ef  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  Depart¬ 
ment  from  this  appropriation :  Provided  further,-  4hat  ex- 
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penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside 
continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  eat  its 
purposes,  witheat  regard  te  sections  399?  1 4-36  ?  3  6  48,  and 
3731,  -Itemised  Statutes,  as  amended,-  civil  service  or  elassifi- 
eatiea  laws?  or  provisions  at  law  prehibitiag  payment  at 
any  person  aat  a  citizen  at  the  United  States-:  Provided 
further,  Phut  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  he 
made?  when  necessary  to  carry  aat  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  section  3-700,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
the  A-rmed  Services  -Procurement  Aet  of  1947  (Public 

/>v  i  woimfii  i  Iva  /l  1 1  oiy  1 1  w 1  /  (nv  tli  a  n  i*iy  ooo  ax 

v  TV  j  H  1  K  [  1 1 1 1 1  vn  II  lit  V  T7v  TI  utttl  1HI  till  1  ILll  I'M  till:  III  tTT 

in  the  oecun-ied  areas  in  si 


as  to  he  consistent  with  -the  general  objectives  at  the  -.Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Aet  at  1948,  as  amended-:  Provided 
further,  Phut  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 
at  the  time  at  the  termination  at  occupation  by  the  -United 
States,  of  any  area  for  which  sueh  funds  are  made  available? 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 
such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 
procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 
government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 
te  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
P  may  be  utilized  by  the  President?  as  may  be 
to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
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economic  stability  el  seek  areas* 
before  any  seek  assistance  is  make 
shah  be  entered  into  between  tbe  TT~ 


further,  That 
y  an  agreement 
States  and  tbe 


recognized 


er  authority  with  respect  te  sneb 


area  containing  sneb  undertakings  by  such 
authority  as  Ike  President  may  determine  te  be 
in  order  te  assure  tbe  efficient  use  el  such  assistance  in 
furtherance  el  such  purposes*  Provided  further,  That  such 
agreement  shah,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and 
undertakings  corresponding  te  tbe  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  specified  in  sections  by  by  and  7-  el  tbe  Foreign  Aid 
Act  el  1917  (Public  Paw  380,  approved  December  P7y 
1917)  :  Provided  further--,  That  service  el  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant? 
adviser,  er  technician  shall  net  be  considered  as  service  er 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  tbe  provisions 
el  sections  304  er  003  el  title  48y  United  States  Cede,  el 


section  400y  Revised  Statutes  -fb  Ur  Sr  Cb  00)7  er  el 
section  40  -(e)-  el  tbe  Contract  Settlement  Act  el  1911,  er 
el  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
er  penalties  m  relation  te  tbe  employment  el  persons,  tbe 
performance  el  services,  er  tbe  payment  er  reeeipt  el  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceeding,  er 
matter  involving  tbe  United  States*  Provided  further,  -That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prae- 


10 


m  as  may  be 


or  agency  eon- 


1  ticabley  and  under  such  rules  and  r^& 

2  prescribed  by  the  bead  of  the 

3  earned?  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from 

4  States  ports-,-  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 

5  and  the  Eyubyus  for  the  movement  of  snppbes  donated  to? 

6  er  pure-based  by?  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 

7  agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  bv  the  Advisory 

8  Committee  on  -Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  rebel  packages 
3  consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  sueh  countries :  Pro 

10  vided  further,  Thai  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be 

11  prescribed?  the  bead  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 

12  shall  bv  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 


12  transportation  of  ab  relief 
14  class-ideation  of 

Eyubyus  regardless  of 

16  charged  by  particular 

17 

18  to 

19 


*s  of  food  or  other 


© 

shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
s  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
of  transportation,  but  this 
shah  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
so  Pr&rided  further,  That  the  President  may 
to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 


20  functions  provided  for  under  this 

21  shah  be  transferred  to  any  sue 

of  this 


09 

si  /  i 


—  9  1  >  c  l  lllilliA 

j  till 11  ill v'l  V , 

or  agency  such 

Oil  itl  AVli'ltmmC  yen  i  va 
rtllUy  xtiirHlt  Ttr Till 


28  bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 

24  which  procured?  sueh  property  as  the  -Director  of  the  Bureau 

25  ef  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
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or  functions  so  transferred:-  and  any  funds  so  too 
f erred  w  fee  expended  either  under  the  authority-  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  ol 
the  department  or  agency  concerned. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  fee  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violences  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
red  shad  fee  eensidered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro- 

t*T  TITtTJ 

merit  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States^  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advoeatej  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  fey  force  or  violence Provided  further, 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against-  the  Govern 
merit  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 


engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern 


of  an  organize- 
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organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  lire  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,-  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  feree  or  violence  and  accepts  employment 
the  salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria- 
tion  contained  in  this  Aet  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  andy 
upon  conviction,  shall  be  hoed  not  more  than  $-4,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,-  or  both-  Provided 
further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in 
toy  and  not  in  substitution  fory  any  other  provisions  of 
lawr 


Sec.  tfOA  This  Aet  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid 

Appropriation  Aety  -1050” . 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  26,  1949. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


10649 


A -6262000,  Lind,  Egil  Frode  or  Frode  Lind 
or  E.  Frod  Lind  or  E.  Frode  Lind. 

A-6727225,  Lind,  Signe  Marie  or  Signe  Marie 
Soerrlle  or  Sorlle. . 

A-5722312,  Lopez,  Alejo  or  Alejo  Lopez  Lo¬ 
pez  or  Jose  Quvarra. , 

A-5100890,  Lorenz,  Agnes  (nee  De  Freitas) . 

A-1443403,  Luciano,  Carlo. 

A-6844307,  Magallanes-Perez,  Julio. 

A-5247053,  Mancuso,  Francesco. 

A-5688547,  Manning,  Raymond  Fred  or 
Raymond  Frederick  Leaford  Manning  or  Ray¬ 
mond  or  Ray  Frederick  Manning. 

A-5 128723,  Marralek  Antonino  or  Antonio 
Marrale. 

A-6208487,  MasongsB^g,  Buenaventura 
Garcia. 

A-6208662,  Masongsong.kJ/uisa  Lopez  or 
Maria  Luisa  Lopez  Mason^png,  or  Maris 
Luisa  Moreno. 

A-9695404,  Mercier,  Louis  Lydlen. 

A-5156871,  Mielke,  Willy  Paul\r  William 
Paul  Mielke. 

A-6783385,  Mitchell,  Pamela  LilliaJ 

A-6783386,  Mitchell,  Peter  John. 

A-4335098,  Molaro,  Luigi. 

A-5069586,  Moldenhauer,  Christian  HSpry 
(alias  Christ  Moldenhauer). 

A-4341326,  Monarez-Granados,  Alfredo  o? 
Alfred  Monje. 

A-6701884,  McCornack,  Vera  Noelle. 

A-5678670,  Nicholoff,  Petra  (nee  Stoyan- 
off). 

A-9695884,  Olsen,  Erling  Stoltenberg. 

A-6171443,  Palmer,  Chrysanthe  or  Chrys- 
anthe  Coulouvari  (nee  Menti). 

A-6827646,  Papamanolakis,  Aristides  or 
Aristides  Demitrios  Papamanolakis. 

A-6245751,  Paul,  Evdoxia  or  Evdoxia  Sita- 
polous,  Evdoxia  Sotopoulou. 

A-5894675,  Prado-Ruiz,  Ramon  or  Ramon 
Prado  or  Raymond  Prado. 

A-5665013,  Racanelli,  Michelangelo  (Mich¬ 
ael  Angelo)  or  Michael  Angelo  Ragnelle. 

A-6844310,  Rivera -Marquez,  Andres  or 
Andres  Marquez-Rivera. 

A-7735232,  Rivera-Ortiz,  Jose  Jesus  Pedro 
or  Pedro  Rivera-Ortiz. 

A-6752701,  Robiolle,  Jean  (John)  Georges. 

A-6149179,  Rosellini,  Guido  (alias  James 
Roll). 

A-6245749,  Saragiotis,  Despina  (nee  Des¬ 
pina  Ioannis  Demarelis) . 

A-6248901,  Savrides,  Sophia  (nee  Sophia 
Kritharides) . 

A-1802003,  Schraps,  Paul  Kurt. 

A-6432281,  Shang,  Ting  Lin. 

A-3 652526,  Shang,  Lily  Wen  Shun  Tang 
(nee  Wen  Shun  Tang  or  T’ang  or  Talitha). 

A-5226632,  Shee,  Tom  or  Tom  Tiu  Gook. 

A-5974147,  Shimizu,  Teisuki  Taro  or  Taro  _ 
Smeesu  or  Frank  Shimizer  or  William  Smee* 
su  or  William  Sato  or  William  T.  Smeesu.  j 

A-6287437,  Slater,  Gerald  Frederick. 

A-6138457,  Snook,  Eugene  Mayton. 

A-5728144,  Sobek,  Tomas  JuraJ  or  'Jfiomas 
George  Sobek. 

A-4687618,  Soong,  Ts  An  or  TsaiyA.  Soong. 

A-7580708,  Soong,  Ji  Ing  or  /  Ing  Woo 
Soong  (nee  Woojih  lung). 

A-6393393,  Soto,  Apolonio. 

A-3316850,  Soto,  Dolores. 

A-6295306,  Soto-Arvizu,  J^rge  or  Juan  Car- 
rion-Gonzalez. 

A-6861483,  Sqto-Patir/,  Felisiano  or  Feli¬ 
ciano  Patino-Soto. 

A-5897131,  Sucic.^rdinand. 

A-3309754,  Sutciyfe,  Daisy  Elizabeth  (nee 
Sewell) . 

A-4860775,  Ting,  Johannes,  or  John  Ting. 

A-3659501,  '^rrisi,  Pietra  Giovanna. 

A-3356915jAsao,  Makepeace  Uho. 

A-6887120(  Tsembeli,  Nicholas  John. 

A-6605^4,  Ungar,  Theodore. 

A-6109E68,  Urrutia,  Elmer,  or  Elmer  Ur- 
rutia  y*Herrera  or  Elmer  Urrutia  Herrera. 

A-^279822,  Valdes,  Maria  Luisa  (nee  Guti- 
erree  or  Luisa  M.  Valdes  or  Valdis  nee  Marla 
LUlsa  Gutierrez  or  Maria  Luisa  Valdes  or 
fuiterrez  or  Gutierrez  or  Luisa  Maria  Valdes 


or  Marla  L.  Valdes  or  Maria  L.  Vda  De  Valdes 
qr  Maria  Luisa  Gutierrez  Vda  De  Valdes  or 
Ma  Luisa  Gutierrez  Valdis,  and  others). 

A-6695198,  Valladaves,  Roberto  Ignacio. 

A-9042913,  Valllanos,  Georgios  or  George 
Vallianos. 

A-5194404,  Vasquez,  Adolfo  Duarte  or  Adol¬ 
fo  Vasquez. 

A-3101808,  Vasu,  George  Elay. 

A-6844271,  Vega,  Eusebio. 

A-6844272,  Vega,  Ramon. 

A-6403040,  Velasquez-Rapia,  Jesus. 

A-3868924,  Vrahnas,  George  Andrew  (alias 
Harry  Panos) . 

A-6357987,  Vrakas,  Galliroe  Constentine  or 
Kalliroy  Vrakas  or  Mangas  (nee  Zahariadou) . 

A-6064645,  Watters,  Luz  Costales  or  Luz 
Abraham  or  Luz  Costales. 

A-6063022,  Weidmann,  Emilia  Santos  or 
Emilia  Santos. 

A-5554370,  Yager,  Henry  or  Hyman  Yager 
and  Henry  William  Yager. 

A-6274068,  Yang,  Ju  Chin. 

A-5202493,  Young,  Kenneth  Chung  Kuen  or 
Yeung  Pak  Chi  or  Kai  Chong  Yeung. 

A-6677869,  Ziebell,  Detlev  Guenter. 

A-6453741,  Ziemak,  Marian  Cybulski. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  th 
late  messages  from  the  President  jff 
thev  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nomnaations,  which  were  referred  td  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services.  / 

<For\iominations  this  day  Received, 
see  the  ertd  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

As  in  executive  session,. 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  werk  submitted : 

By  Mr.  THOMAs\f  Oklahoma,  from  the 
Committee  on  AgriciJtjre  and  Forestry: 

Knox  T.  Hutchinsprn\of  Tennessee,  to  be 
Assistant  Secretary of  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  MCCAgftAN,  frork  the  Committee 
on  the  Judlcla 

John  S.  Darfh.se,  Sr.,  of  V^sliington,  to 
be  United  States  marshal  for  uhe  western 
district  of^JWashington,  term  expires  July  2, 
1949;  and 

Jones/Floyd,  of  Arkansas,  to  b ^United 
Statea/marshal  for  the  western  dls^lct  of 
Arkansas. 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  firs! 
'time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma: 

S.  2353.  A  bill  relating  to  the  tribal  and 
individual  affairs  of  the  Osage  Indians  In 
Oklahoma;  and 

S.  2354.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act  relating  to  restrictions  applicable 
to  Indians  of  the  Five  Civilized  Tribes  of 
Oklahoma,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved 
August  4,  1947  (61  Stat.  731);  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  TYDINGS: 

S.  2355.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  additional  service  academy,  and 
for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

(Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina  intro¬ 
duced  Senate  bill  2356,  to  amend  paragraph 
1,  section  5,  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended,  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  and  appears  under  a  separate 
heading.) 

By  Mr.  McCLELLAN: 

S.  2357.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  May  26, 
1936,  authorizing  the  withholding  of  com¬ 
pensation  due  Government  personnel;  to  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments. 


By  Mr.  BUTLER  (for  himself  and 
Wherry)  : 

S.  2358.  A  bill  to  change  the  name  of  : 
cine  Creek  Reservoir  in  Frontier  Cou/ty  of 
the  State  of  Nebraska  to  Harry  Strug/  Lake; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  anjr  Insular 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  LANGER: 

S.  2359.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Giacomo 
Vernl,  Vincenzo  Picicci,  Dousinico  Novielli, 
Luigi  Rizzi,  and  Bartolomeo  Verni;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judici, 

By  Mr.  BREWSTE 

S.  2360.  A  bill  to  arqrftnd  the  Federal  Air¬ 
port  Act  so  as  to  auth^ize  appropriations  for 
projects  in  the  Vi  rani  Islands;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 
By  Mr.  DOTVNEY: 

S.  2361.  A  bijr  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  McCorfuack  General  Hospital,  Pasa¬ 
dena,  Calif. JCy  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
and  for  otlrfer  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance./ 

Bf  Mr.  KEFAUVER: 

S.  2^62.  A  bill  to  provide  for  flight  expe¬ 
rience  for  certain  students  in  the  senior  high 
schools  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  to  the 
mmlttee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

AMENDMENT  OF  CIVIL  SERVICE 
RETIREMENT  ACT 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  introduce  for  appropri¬ 
ate  reference  a  bill  to  amend  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act.  In  effect  the 
bill  stops  a  loophole  in  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  existing  at  the  present 
time.  I  imagine  Senators  read  in  the 
newspapers  a  few  days  ago  an  item  to 
the  effect  that  certain  persons  might 
enter  the  employment  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government  for  a  few 
months  and  then  subsequently  draw 
enormous  amounts  of  money  upon  retire¬ 
ment. 

The  bill  (S.  2365)  to  amend  paragraph 
1,  section  5,  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  as  amended, 
was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTING  PROCE¬ 
DURES— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  MCCARTHY  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  2054)  to  authorize  the 
President  to  determine  the  form  of  the 
itional  budget  and  of  departmental 
espmates,  to  modernize  and  simplify 
Government  accounting  and  auditing 
methads  and  procedures,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  were  referred  to  the 
Commit!^  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments,  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

AMENDMEN^JF  INTERNAL  REVENUE 
CODE^- AMENDMENT 

Mr.  JENNER  suWnitted  an  amendment 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  3905)  to  Wnend  section  3121 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  which 
was  ordered  to  lie  on  thKtable  and  to  be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT  ON  INTERNA  REVENUE 

CODE— AMENDMENTS  RELATT^G  TO  RE¬ 
PEAL  OF  WAR  EXCISE  TAXES 

Mr.  GURNEY.  Mr.  President^  sub¬ 
mit  amendments  intended  to  b^pro- 
posed  by  me  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3905)  to  amend 
section  3121  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
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Code,  which  I  request  be  printed  and  lie 
on  the  table,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  statement  of  the  amendments 
I  have  prepared  and  the  amendments 
be  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

I  request  that  the  members  of  the 
Finance  Committee  particularly  take  a 
look  at  th^amendments.  I  hope  from 
their  experience  in  considering  revenue 
bills  in  the  last^few  months  will  give  them 
some  understanding  of  the  point  I  make 
in  my  statement  "respecting  the  amend¬ 
ments,  which  deal  with  excise  taxes.  I 
hope  I  may  receive  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  from  that  committee  of  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT;  The  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  received,  printed,  and  lie 
on  the  table,  and,  without  objection,  the 
statement  and  amendments"  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  statement  presented  bX  Mr. 
Gurney  is  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  GURNEY 

I  am  sure  our  Finance  Committee  has  ha) 
Under  consideration  the  general  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  my  amendments. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  make  just 
a  very  brief  statement  as  to  the  general 
objective  of  the  amendments  and  to  give  the 
reasons  which  have  prompted  me  to  submit 
them. 

In  brief,  the  amendments  would  repeal 
all  the  wartime  excise  taxes  which  were  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  revenue  bill  of  1943.  In  ?ny 
opinion,  the  repeal  of  these  taxes  at  this 
time  is  not  only  desirable,  it  is  vital  to  the 
economic  health  of  our  country.  I  am  sure 
that  all  Senators  will  recall  the  circum¬ 
stances  surrounding  the  origin  of  these  taxes. 
Back  in  1943,  at  the  height  of  the  war,  it 
was  necessary  for  Congress  to  establish  a  tax 
policy  which  would  produce  as  much  rev 
enue  as  possible  for  the  successful  financin 
of  the  war,  and  it  was  also  necessary  to  di: 
courage  consumer  buying  as  ameans  of  con¬ 
serving  needed  materials  and  curbing  infla¬ 
tion.  Excise  taxes  fit  beautifully  into  tjfose 
requirements  and  to  a  large  extent  §lfrved 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  intended. 

At  the  time  the  revenue  bill  of  19®3  was 
passed,  however,  the  American  peome  were 
told  that  these  excise  taxes  were  a  temporary 
expedient  made  necessary  by  the  demands  of 
an  all-out,  two-front  war.  And  the  American 
people  accepted  this  additionalAax  burden 
uncomplianingly.  Now,  howevaf,  we  are  al¬ 
most  4  years  past  VJ-  and  V Splays,  and  the 
wartime  exercises  are  still  wrn  us.  I  think 
it  is  high  time  that  Congpss  redeem  the 
pledge  that  was  made  to  thef  American  people 
in  respect  to  the  temporary  nature  of  these 
taxes. 

Furthermore,  as  we  a/  know,  business  is 
in  the  doldrums,  production  is  falling,  and 
unemployment  is  mounting.  As  I  have 
pointed  out,  during/the  war  excise  taxes 
proved  to  be  a  very  Effective  device  for  slow¬ 
ing  down  consumer  buying.  The  proven 
efficiency  of  these/taxes  to  slow  down  con¬ 
sumer  buying  is/precisely  the  reason  they 
should  be  discamed  now.  Removal  of  war¬ 
time  excise  ta^ffes  could  easily  be  just  the 
stimulus  that  Jls  needed  to  reverse  the  pres¬ 
ent  recessionary  trend  in  business. 

The  lifting^  of  wartime  exercises  would,  of 
course,  firs#| give  an  impetus  to  business  in 
the  affected  industries.  I  am  sure,  however, 
that  verwsoon  the  increased  business  being, 
done  in;A  few  industries  would  chain-react 
throughout  the  American  business  com¬ 
munity  increasing  production,  stabilizing 
cmplj^ment,  and  restoring  confidence. 

I  /now  it  is  argued  that  wartime  excise 
taxes  produce  a  substantial  sum  of  each 
m/ney  which  is  needed  to  help  reduce  the 
Government  deficit.  We  shouldn’t  lose  sight 
of  the  fact,  however,  that  increased  business 


activity  has  the  twin  eSects  of  increasing 
corporate  income  taxes  and  reducing  the 
cost  of  our  unemployment  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  it  is  very  doubtful  that/the 
repeal  of  wartime  excise  taxes  would  /nave 
any  appreciable  effect  on  total  Government 
revenues. 

I  realize  that  other  suggestions  fflr  deal¬ 
ing  with  excise  taxes  have  been  out  forth 
during  this  session  of  Congress,  /i  believe 
that  all  of  them,  however,  deay  with  the 
problem  on  a  piecemeal  basis. 

Personally,  I  feel  that  all  wsfrtime  excise 
taxes  are  unfair  and  discriminatory  and  that 
they  slow  down  activity  in  an#  industry  un¬ 
fortunate  enough  to  be  shacdfled  with  them. 

Therefore,  I  believe  that /he  only  logical, 
consistent,  and  equitable  /ourse  we  can  fol¬ 
low  is  to  remove  all  wa/time  excise  taxes 
through  an  outright  reaLrof  the  general  Rev¬ 
enue  Act  of  1943. 

That  is  what  my  an/fidments  are  designed 
to  do.  If,  in  the  development  of  our  legis¬ 
lative  agenda,  it  becgfnes  apparent  that  some 
other  appropriate  bjfil  is  called  up  for  debate 
ahead  of  H.  R.  3005,  I  will  ask  that  my 
amendments  be  aflaed  to  such  a  bill. 

The  amenchnents  submitted  by  Mr. 
Gurney  are  follows: 

On  page  2, /beginning  with  line  17,  strike 
out  all  down/o  and  including  line  12  on  page 
4\and  insenf  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

'‘Seo^L  Rifaeal  of  war  excise  taxes  and  war? 

'excise  tax  rates  imposed  by  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1943. 

‘(a)/SStetion  1650  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  do de  \war  tax  rates  of  certain  miscel- 
lane/is  taites) ,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
amended  by  Inserting  immediately  after  the 
W(/ds  ‘Revenue^  Act  of  1943’  the  following: 
and  ending  ok  the  first  day  of  the  first 
Sonth  which  begins  more  than  20  days  after 
the  date  of  the  ena^ment  of  the  Excise  Tax 
^Reduction  Act  of  1949 

“(b)  Sections  1651  (Iietailers’  excise  tax  on 
luggage,  etc.),  1652  (leases,  conditional  sales, 
existing  contracts,  etcj.'fcnd  1653  (articles 
classifiable  under  more  titan  one  section) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  CS^e  are  hereby 
repealed. 

“(c)  Section  302  (b)  (2)  of  1)he  Revenue 
Act  of  1943  (period  applicable  no  increase 
of  tax  with  respect  to  billiard  and  p\ol  tables 
and  bowling  alleys) ,  as  amended,  is\hereby 
amended  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  ‘,  and  continuing  through 
June  30,  1950.’  % 

“(d)  Section  309  (b)  of  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1943  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  the  words  ‘Re¬ 
venue  Act  of  1943,  the  following:  ',  and  end¬ 
ing  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  month  which 
begins  more  than  20  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Excise  Tax  Reduction  Act 
of  1949,’. 

“(e)  The  term  ‘rate  reduction  date’  as 
used  in  chapter  9A  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  (relating  to  war  taxes  and  war  tax 
rates)  means  the  first  day  or  the  first  month 
which  begins  more  than  20  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

“(f)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (b) 
shall  be  effective  on  and  after  the  first  day 
of  the  first  month  which  begins  more  than 
20  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this! 
act. 

“Sec.  4.  Short  title. 

“This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Excise  Tax  _ 

-Rf-ti.uUJ.nn  art  nf  1(Uimf»  ■  . .  . i 


NOTICES  OF  MOTIONS  TO  SUSPEND  THE 
RULE— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  accordance  with 
rule  XL,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in  writing 
that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to  sus¬ 
pend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 


purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment,  namely : 

Page  11,  line  4,  after  the  word  “concerned”, 
insert  the  following:  Provided  further, 

That  when  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
under  the  authority  of  the  act  of  March  3, 
1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  fur¬ 
nishes  subsistence  supplies  to  personnel  of 
civilian  agencies  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  serving  in  Germany,  payment 
therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made 
without  regard  to  the  10  percent  additional 
charge  required  by  said  act,  but  payment  for 
subsistence  supplies  by  such  personnel  shall 
be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian 
personnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army 
serving  in  Germany.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR  also  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  House  bill  4830,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  accordance  with 
rule  XL,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in  writing 
that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to  sus¬ 
pend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment,  namely: 

Page  11,  line  4,  after  the  word  “concerned”. 
Insert  the  following:  “:  Provided,  That  when 
members  of  the  armed  forces  are  employed 
primarily  for  the  purpose  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances 
to  which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid 
therefrom.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR  also  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  House  bill  4830,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  accordance  with 
rule  XL,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in  writing 
that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to  suspend 
paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the  purpose 
of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4330) 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes,  the  following 
amendment,  namely: 

Page  5,  line  3,  after  the  date  “1950”,  insert 
the  following:  Provided  further,  That  the 

list  of  limited  and  prohibitive  industries 
scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or  removal 
from,  Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the 
Administrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration  shall  seek  to  obtain  the  re¬ 
tention  in  Germany  of  such  plants  on  this 
list  as  would  best  serve  European  recovery  if 
left  in  Germany.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR  also  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  House  bill  4830,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 
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(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  In  accordance  with 
rule  XL,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice  in  writing 
that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to  sus¬ 
pend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign 
aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  amendment,  namely: 

Page  5,  after  line  12,  insert  the  following: 

"The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such 
amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  pub¬ 
licity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other 
available  media,  so  as  to  inform  the  peoples 
of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and 
character,  furnished  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer:  Provided,  That  quarterly  reports  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950  shall  be  made  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Administrator  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section.” 

Mr.  BRIDGES  also  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  House  bill  4830,  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the 
table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

COLUMBIA 11  VALLE!  AM'INISTRATTOIT'  ”  " 

[Mr.  CORDON  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  two  statements 
discussing  the  proposed  Columbia  Valley 
Administration,  one  by  Robert  Ormond  Case, 
entitled  “Democracy  on  the  Retreat,”  and 
the  other  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  C.  Girard  Davidson,  entitled  "Manag¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Investment  in  the  North¬ 
west,”  made  before  the  Oregon  Bankers  Asso¬ 
ciation  convention,  Portland,  Oreg.,  June  7, 
1949,  which  appear  in  the  Appendix.] 

FEDERAL  POWER  POLICY  FOR  PACIFIC 

NORTHWEST— STATEMENT  BY  H.  G. 

WEST 

[Mr.  CAIN  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  statement  in 
behalf  of  the  need  for  a  Federal  power  policy 
for  the  Pacific  Northwest,  by  H.  G.  West,  ex¬ 
ecutive  vice  president  of  the  Inland  Empire 
Waterways  Association,  which  appears  in  the 
Appendix.]  / 

SALE  TO  PERMANENTE  METALS  CORP.  OF 

CERTAIN  ALUMINUM  PLANTS,  ETC.— 

LETTER  FROM  ADMIRAL  PAUL  A. 


MATHER 


f 


[Mr.  CAIN  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a^-letter  from 
Admiral  Paul  A.  Mather,  of  t&e  War  Assets 
Administration  with  regard  tq'the  sale  to  the 
Permanente  Metals  Corp.  of  certain  alumi¬ 
num  plants  and  facilities,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.] 

FUTURE  FARMERS  OF  AMERICA— STATE¬ 
MENT  BY  SENATOR  PEPPER 

[Mr.  PEPPER  a^Jted  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  £fie  Record  a  statement  pre¬ 
pared  by  him  regarding  the  Future  Farmers 
of  America,  Which  appears  in  the  Appen¬ 
dix. 

SOCIALIZE  MEDICINE— EDITORIAL  FROM 
MINNEAPOLIS  STAR 

[  Mr/HUMPHRE Y  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
entitled  “  ‘Socialized’  Medicine?”  from  the 
Minneapolis  Star  of  July  6,  1949,  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Appendix.] 


THE  OHIO  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

[Mr.  HUMPHREY  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  fact  sheet 
regarding  the  Licking  County  Farm  Bureau, 
of  Licking  County,  Ohio,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.] 

RECIPROCAL  TRADE  AGREEMENTS  AND 
THE  WORLD  TRADE  PROBLEM— AD¬ 
DRESS  BY  NORMAN  BURNS 

[Mr.  KEFAUVER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  on 
the  subject  “Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements 
and  the  World  Trade  Problem,”  delivered  by 
Norman  Burns,  before  the  State  Planning 
and  Development  Agencies,  Washington,  D. 
C.,  July  27,  1949,  which  appears  in  the 
Appendix.] 

WORLD  PEACE  AND  WORLD  FREEDOM- 
ADDRESS  BY  EDMUND  ORGILL 

[Mr.  KEFAUVER  asked  and  obtained 
leave  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  ad¬ 
dress  on  “World  Peace  and  World  Freedom,” 
ielivered  by  Edmund  Orgill  before  the  Fiftieth 
Congress  of  the  National  Retail  Hardware 
Association  at  Boston,  Mass.,  July  12,  1949, 
which. will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

THE  RECONSTRUCTION  FINANCE  COR¬ 
PORATION-COMMENTS  ON  HOOVER, 
COMMISSION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  \)  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  pHint  a  statement  prepared  by  me, 
contain>ag  comments  of  the  Recohstruc- 
tion  FinaWce  Corporation  on  the  recom- 
mendationSk  of  the  Hoover  Qommission 
effecting  tne  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation.  \ 

There  being\ao  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows> 

STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  JOHN  L.  M’CLELLAN, 
CHAIRMAN,  SENATE  COMMITTEE  ON  EXPENDI¬ 
TURES  IN  THE  EXECUTIVHkDEFARTMENTS 

The  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation, 
in  a  17-page  commentary  t\  Senator  John 
L.  McClellan, "Chairman  of  thWsenate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Bkecutive  De¬ 
partments,  expressed  vigorous  \iissent  to 
every  specific  recommendation  of  Hoover 
Commission  which  applied  to  the  Corpora¬ 
tion.  Referring  to  recommendations^  (Nos. 
8  and  18,  Federal  Business  Enterprises  Retoort) 
which  suggest  that  Congress  review  xthe 
power  to  make  direct  loans  and  restrict  siS 
power  in  nonemergency  periods,  the  RF( 
states  that  it  is  “regrettable  that  the  Com-1 
f  mission  has  departed  the  field  of  organi¬ 
zation  and  has  entered  the  controversial 
field  of  political  economy  with  its_  own  par¬ 
ticular  philosophy  of  the  kind  and  type  of 
service  the  Federal  Government  should  pro¬ 
vide.”  Such  an  excursion,  the  RFC  main¬ 
tains,  “detracts  from  the  objectivity  and  im¬ 
partiality  of  the  report,”  as  it  is  "no  propo¬ 
sition  addressed  to  the  organization  of  the 
executive  branch,”  and  contends  that — 

“It  deals  directly  with  considerations  of 
the  highest  public  policy  and  political  phi¬ 
losophy  concerning  the  place,  function,  and 
extent  of  participation  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  affairs  of  the  national  econ¬ 
omy.  Thus,  although  the  Commission  is 
somewhat  concerned  that  the  power  to  make 
direct  loans  'opens  up  opportunities  for 
waste,  favoritism,  and  corruption’  without 
seriously  suggesting  that  there  has  been  any, 
the  principal  burden  of  its  recommendation 
is  that  ‘direct  lending  should  be  absolutely 
avoided  except  for  emergencies’  and  should 
be  replaced  by  a  program  of  guaranteeing 
loans  made  by  private  or  other  established 
agencies.  Accordingly,  with  respect  to  RFC, 
‘the  Commission  believes  it  is  preferable 
that  the  Corporation  be  reorganized  to  guar¬ 
antee  loans  made  by  private  banks.’  ’’ 

Asserting  that  Congress  only  recently  de¬ 
cided  this  issue,  after  extended  investigations 


and  hearings,  and  that  the  Commission  wa 
well  aware  of  such  decision,  the  RFC  assews 
that  it  is  “permissible  to  conclude  thamlhe 
Commission  has  a  somewhat  prediymsed 
view  of  this  matter,  and  that  its  recommen¬ 
dations  amount  to  an  unsupported/sugges- 
tion  that  the  Congress  now  subsdatute  the 
Commission’s  policy  for  the  on«at  deliber¬ 
ately  developed  and  laid  down^flittle  over  a 
year  ago.” 

The  RFC  sets  forth  in  detail  the  back¬ 
ground  and  the  basic  factifupon  which  the 
present  policies  were  established  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  then  explain*  the  application  of 
its  program  to  existing  conditions,  stating 
that  “in  recent  morfhs  normal  sources  of 
credit  have  been  ^perceptively  retracting,” 
that  “the  numbe/ of  applications  for  RFC 
loans  in  certaiy  areas  of  the  country  have 
increased  mor/ than  100  percent  since  the 
first  of  the  year,”  and  that  “there  is  every 
indication  Jfnat  the  trend  will  continue  to 
increase  dicing  the  foreseeable  future,”  elab¬ 
orating  sm  follows : 

“Th^Oemand  arises  from  the  need  of  large 
and  small  business  enterprises  for  working 
capJal,  machinery  and  equipment,  inventory 
loaPs  and  interim  construction  financing, 
fcently  compiled  reports  (June  1949)  from 
iFC’s  31  loan  agencies  throughout  the  coun- 
'try  reveal  significant  trends  in  the  reasons 
increasingly  assigned  for  the  unavailability 
of  usual  commercial  bank  credits;  bank’s  re¬ 
serve  limitations;  voluntary  reduction  in  ra¬ 
tio  of  outstanding  loans  to  deposits;  loans 
contrary  to  bank’s  established  policy;  unas¬ 
cribed  reasons.  Particularly  noticeable  are 
the  number  of  loans  declined  by  private 
banks  because  of  the  length  of  maturity  re¬ 
quested  by  the  borrower.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion  there  is  considerable  evidence  of  a  grow¬ 
ing  tendency  on  the  part  of  commercial 
banks  in  certain  areas  to  handle  short-term 
paper  only,  withdrawing  in  favor  of  factor¬ 
ing  houses  on  longer  credits  which,  in  their 
turn  and  despite  their  higher  interest  rates, 
have  begun  to  withdraw  from  the  market. 
.  Extension  of  loans  is  being  refused  at  matu¬ 
rity.  Many  established  lines  of  credit  are  not 
being  renewed.  With  increasing  frequency, 
essentially  sound  enterprises,  in  need  of  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  have  no  recourse  other 
than  RFC.  Unmistakably  there  are  warning 
signs.” 

Challenging  the  Commission’s  recommen¬ 
dation  that  direct  loans,  not  elsewhere  avail¬ 
able,  be  made  only  when  an  emergency  ex¬ 
ists,  the  RFC  concludes  that  this  “is  equiva¬ 
lent  to  maintaining  that  the  sluiceways 
should  not  be  opened  until  the  countryside 
is  in  drought.”  Such  policy,  the  RFC  be¬ 
lieves,  has  in  the  past  led  to  disaster. 

Alleging  that  a  loan-guarantee  program  is 
substitute  for  direct  loans,  the  RFC  sets 
fc\fh  its  views  as  follows: 

an  alternative  to  direct  lending  the 
Commission  proposes  that  the  Congress 
shoulcVprovide  a  program  for  the  guaranty 
of  loan^nade  by  private  or  other  established 
agencies.^GJut  it  is  difficult  to  see  in  what 
manner  thSksubstitution  of  a  guaranty  pro¬ 
gram  wouldVnswer  the  needs  fulfilled  by  a 
direct  lendin^program.  Government  guar¬ 
anties  of  loansViade  by  private  institutions 
would  not,  alonevprovide  additional  private 
credit  resources  since  there  would  be  no  oc¬ 
casion  for  guarantV  beyond  the  limits  of 
such  resources.  It  inky  be  that  such  guar¬ 
anties  would  induce  pntate  sources  to  make 
loans  which  they  woulcreiot  otherwise  con¬ 
sider  sound,  but  the  banHte  resources  avail¬ 
able  for  loans  would  not  thereby  be  increased. 
Indeed,  by  encouraging  bankers  to  invest 
only  where,  because  of  the  guaranty,  no  risk 
was  involved,  the  end  result  mi^at  well  be  a 
decrease  in  the  private  resource^ available 
for  making  loans  to  those  enterprises  which 
would  not  normally  be  required  to\urnish 
guarantors. 

“Factual  experience  gained  in  the  Admin¬ 
istration's  program  to  stimulate  home  buli 
ing  and  new  construction  by  financial  aid 1 
borrowers  through  FHA  and  VA  Insured 
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Housing  and  Home  Finance^ Agency,  and 
transferring  the  operation  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  tin  smelter  of  Texas  City,  vWc.,  to  the 
Bureau  of  Mines,  to  which  it  talnte  excep¬ 
tion.  While  agreeing  with  the  broacLobjec- 
tive  of  the  Commission,  to  group  a^ncies 
with  related  functions,  the  Corporation  Rgn- 
tends  that: 

“In  general  we  agree  with  the  broad  o&. 
jective  of  the  Commission  to  organize  as^ 
many  of  the  agencies  of  the  Government 
into  the  Executive  Departments  as  possible 
and  to  place  related  functions  in  the  same 
or  closely  related  agencies  grouped  together 
tinder  one  Department.  This  fundamental 
concept  of  like  purposes  as  distinguished 
from  methods  utilized  to  achieve  a  given  pur¬ 
pose  should  in  our  opinion,  govern  the  entire 
reorganization  activities.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind,,  however,  that  while  this  formula 
affords  a  practical  rule  of  thumb  there  will  be 
certain  agencies  or  activities  which  are  not 
readily  susceptible,  of  such  classification  or 
grouping.  A  separate  status  or  different 
treatment  for  such  agencies  would  be  a 
proper  exception  to  and  not  a  violation  of 
the  rule.  In  the  three  recommendations 
quoted  above,  we  believe  the  commission  has 
departed  from  its  own  principles.” 

The  Corporation  maintains  that  the  su¬ 
pervision  of  RFC  operations  by  the  Treasury 
involves  “a  strained  and  mistaken  applica¬ 
tion”  of  the  organization  formula  “rather 
than  a  recognition  of  the  essentially  different 
purposes  served  by  the  RFC  and  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department”,  and  sets  forth  its  position, 
as  follows: 

“The  mere  fact  that  in  the  performance  of 
its  duties,  the  RFC  makes  direct  loans  to 
private  individuals  and  institutions  and  is  a 
‘moneyed’  corporation,  is  insufficient  reason 
to  put  it  in  the  Treasury  Department.  Such 
reasoning  confuses  means  and  ends  and  doea 
violence  to  the  standard  of  similarity  / 
‘major  purposes’  which  the  Commission  lpid 
down  for  itself.  Indeed,  the  making  of  loans 
is  but  one  of  several  techniques  by  whM  the 
Corporation  aids  in  financing  various  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  economy.  With  RFjrs  broad 
social  and  economic  purposes  thjrfunctions 
of  the  Treasury  Department  m  collecting 
revenues,  acting  as  custodian  oiqpublic  funds, 
managing  the  public  debt.^c.,  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  have  little,  if  anything,  in  common.” 

The  RFC  concludes  it^Romments  on  this 
proposal  by  stating  tha^r  if  the  RFC  is  sub¬ 
jected  to  the  “over-ryfing  policies  and  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  essentially  different  purposes 
of  the  Treasury  Department,  the  broad  social 
and  economic  puiqroses  served  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration  will  bjT  impaired”,  which  is  con¬ 
tends  is  in  corarast  to  the  purposes  of  the 
RFC  as  decla*4d  by  the  Congress. 

Detailing/its  objections  to  a  transfer  of 
the  Fedenn  National  Mortgage  Association  to 
the  Hoiking  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  the 
RFC  Q^itends  that  FNMA  “is  not  a  housing 
activity”  and,  therefore,  its  grouping  with 
hoysing  activities  in  a  single  agency  is  not 
proper.  The  Corporation  states  that  “its 
primary  purpose  is  to  provide  a  reservoir  of 


credit  which  private  lending  institutions  can 
tap  by  the  sale  of  mortgages  already  insured 
or  guaranteed  by  the  Government  when  their 
own  portfolios  require  it”,  concluding  that: 

“Except  for  its  original  invested  capital 
FNMA  operates  entirely  upon  money  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  RFC  and  is  administered  as  a 
subdivision  of  the  Corporation,  its  activities 
being  very  similar  in  purpose  and  in  admin¬ 
istrative  requirements  to  the  other  lending 
activities  of  the  RFC.  The  recent  passage  of 
S.  J.  Res.  114  increasing  FNMA’S  mortgage 
purchasing  authority  by  $500,000,000  and  the 
proposed  S.  2246,  which,  in  addition  to  its 
purchasing  authority,  would  authorize  FNMA 
to  make  direct  loans  to  veterans  for  home 
building  serves  to  emphasize  the  essentially 
banking  aspects  of  the  functions  which 
FNMA  performs — functions  intimately  con¬ 
nected  with  RFC’s  regular  business  and 
hardly  to  be  characterized  as  ‘housing  activi¬ 
ties’.” 

As  to  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  tin  smelter  to  the  Bureau  of  Mines, 
the  RFC  contends  that  this  is  “essentially  a 
business  enterprise  and  as  such  requires  the 
application  of  business  and  other  skills  en¬ 
tirely  foreign  to  the  Bureau  of  Mines,”  and 
that  this  recommendation  is  apparently 
“based  upon  the  premise  that  this  is  a 
technical  operation  which  should  be  allied 
'with  the  research  and  technical  service  of  th^ 
Bureau  of  Mines”.  The  Corporation  coJf- 
tin&s  that  “while  the  Bureau  of  Mines  nyght 
well  review  the  operations  of  the  smelyr  so 
far  asWhey  concern  the  results  of  Experi¬ 
mental  ffeprk  involving  technical  proposes  we 
feel  that  the  over -all  operations  shfiuld  con¬ 
tinue  to  be^ponsidered  as  a  business  enter¬ 
prise.”  J? 

At  this  poinrnthe  RFC  also  yft'.es  exception 
to  recommend atljon  No.  14  ^Department  of 
the  Interior  report),  which/provides  in  con¬ 
nection  with  its  itoanEtg  that  the  RFC 
should  secure  reportsnrom  the  proposed  Min¬ 
eral  Resources  ServiceMff  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  on  the  Ground  that  It  “has  al¬ 
ways  followed  thejpracti?!|  of  using  to  the 
extent  consistent  Jrith  efflciahcy  and  economy 
the  services  fronmother  govern¬ 

mental  agencies,  including  iW  Bureau  of 
Mines,  and  oSmoordinating  its  activities  with 
those  of  sufo  agencies.”  The  Corporation 
contends  Jh at  to  shift  this  progr^O  to  the 
Bureau  m  Mines  would  result  in  noWvings 
inasmuch  as  the  personnel  of  RFC  irrolved 
in  thff  activity  also  have  other  duties^and 
furtofier,  that  all  of  the  operating  experi^ce 
o^he  RFC  would  be  lost  if  it  were  tranSb 
Jerred. 

f  In  part  II  of  its  report  the  RFC  comments 
on  the  Hoover  Commission  across-the-board 
reports  dealing  with  general  management, 
personnel  management,  budgeting  and  ac¬ 
counting,  and  general  services,  and  some  ad¬ 
ditional  objections  relative  to  other  sections 
of  the  report  on  Federal  business  enterprises. 

The  Corporation  is  in  accord  with  the  gen¬ 
eral  purposes  of  recommendations  2  through 
7,  inclusive,  of  the  latter  report,  except  for 
slight  reservations  under  recommendation 
No.  6,  wherein  it  does  not  “agree  with  the 
implication  in  item  (a)  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion’s  capital,  fixed  by  Congress,  should  in 
effect  be  considered  as  interest-bearing  debt,” 
and  also  to  recommendation  No.  7,  stating 
that  “there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  ex¬ 
penses  should  not  be  paid  from  income  if  the 
activity  in  question  is  an  income-producing 
one  and  a  proper  accounting  is  made.”  With 
reference  to  recommendation  No.  1  of  this 
report,  relative  to  the  lending  powers  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporations,  the  RFC  states  that  it 
does  not  agree  with  item  (d)  that  capital  ad¬ 
ditions  should  be  expended  from  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  on  the  basis  that  the  Government 
Corporation  Control  Act  provides  for  con¬ 
gressional  approval  of  all  expenditures  made 
from  corporate  funds.  They  also  object  to 
item  (e) ,  which  it  states  “raises  a  fundamen¬ 
tal  accounting  principle — where  interest  is 


an  element  of  the  cost  of  construction  it' 
should  be  so  recorded;  however,  where  inter¬ 
est  is  not  such  an  element  it  should  no ybe 
recorded”;  and  to  item  (f)  with  respaert  to 
advisory  boards,  contending  that  “a  fiyr-time 
board  of  directors,  exercising  executive  con¬ 
trols,  is  essential  to  the  proper  conduct  of  its 
affairs.”  Jr 

The  RFC  also  points  out  that  recommenda¬ 
tion  No.  10  (f)  of  this  report^regarding  the 
Defense  Homes  CorporationyRas  been  effec¬ 
tively  accomplished  by  congressional  transfer 
of  that  Corporation’s  assejp  and  liabilities  to 
RFC  for  liquidation.  / 

The  Corporation  concurs  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples  established  unper  the  report  on  gen¬ 
eral  management  or  the  executive  branch, 
with  slight  reservations,  some  of  which  are 
set  forth  in  pa Jt,  I,  wherein  it  emphasized 
“the  importance  of  having  the  major  purpose 
of  each  dep^ffment  and  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  wjfi  defined  by  the  Congress  and 
concurrecUfh  by  the  Chief  Executive,  and  of 
having  tJfese  purposes  constantly  in  mind  in 
the  gropping  of  the  departments.” 

TiWRFC  states  that  it  is  generally  in  ac- 
cordwith  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  report  on  personnel  management, 
taint  points  up  certain  position  deviations 
,1rom  strict  regulations  as  regards  appoint¬ 
ments  to  the  higher  grades  of  professional, 
scientific,  and  administrative  positions,  and 
expresses  some  difference  of  opinion  with  re¬ 
gard  to  recommendations  5  and  23,  stating 
that  “we  consider  that  the  methods  pre¬ 
scribed  under  these  recommendations  do  not 
give  adequate  consideration  to  veterans’  pref¬ 
erence  or  seniority  of  career  employees.”  It 
also  points  out  certain  inconsistencies  in 
recommendations  4  and  22  relative  to  a  pro¬ 
posed  simplified  efficiency  rating  system, 
stating  that  “paragraph  (b)  of  this  recom¬ 
mendation  indicates  the  purpose  for  which 
the  simplified  rating  should  not  be  used,  but 
does  not  specify  a  purpose  for  which  it  should 
be  used.”  The  Corporation  concludes  by 
stating  that  the  application  of  many  of  the 
principles  advocated  in  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion’s  report  “will  require  further  study  and 
development  of  detailed  procedural  recom¬ 
mendations,”  and  expressing  its  view  that  the 
question  of  overstaffing  or  understaffing  an 
agency  operation  (recommendation  No.  27) 
should  be  left  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  individual  agency  rather  than  as¬ 
signed  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

In  expressing  general  agreement  with  the 
report  on  Budgeting  and  Accounting,  except 
for  necessary  deviations  required  in  the 
operations  of  the  RFC  in  specialized  fields 
.which  would  not  permit  strict  conformity 
With  specific  recommendations,  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  concludes  with  a  general  endorsement  of 
thWproposal  (recommendation  No.  10)  to 
estamish  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
GoverWnent  a  central  accounting  office  with 
the  functions  of  prescribing  general  ac- 
countingVnethods  applicable  to  all  depart¬ 
ments  and, agencies  of  the  Government,  to 
which  it  mtees  four  reservations,  in  order 
to  insure  conlprmation  with  existing  prac¬ 
tices  as  they  Folate  specifically  to  Govern¬ 
ment  corporations  under  which  the  RFC 
operates.  r. 

With  respect  to  Recommendation  No.  13, 
relating  to  the  payfWent  of  fidelity  bond 
premiums  by  Federal  ^employees,  the'  RFC 
states  that  “it  is  difficulWo  understand  why 
the  Commission  failed  to  recommend  a  self- 
insurance  program  on  the  part  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  a  program  unper  which  the 
Government  would  insure  acacuntable  of¬ 
ficers  for  a  premium  of  about  lcLpercent  of 
that  now  being  paid.”  Ra 

The  Corporation  does  not  comment  on 
the  report  on  the  Office  of  General  Services 
other  than  to  state,  “we  believe  that  tnkbet- 
ter  features  of  the  Commission’s  repom^pn 
this  subject  have  been  incorporated  in  tW 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Service^ 
Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152) .” 
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In  response  to  a  specific  inquiry  addressed 
to  It  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee, 
the  RfC  stated  that  ‘‘most  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion  alui  procedural  reforms  recomended  by 
the  Commission  *  *  *  have  for  some¬ 
time  been,  in  effect  of  the  RPC.  *  •  « 

The  greatest  economies  that  have  been  ef¬ 
fected  are  undoubtedly  the  result  of  action 
of  the  Congress.  Substantial  economies 
can  neverthelen  be  attributed  to  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  policies  of  the  RFC.  The  pro¬ 
portion,  however,  would  be  conjectural.” 

The  letter  from\the  Chairman  of  the 
Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation,  trans¬ 
mitting  the  report,  follows: 

Reconstruction  Finances  Corporation, 
Washington\july  27,  1949 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senate,  Waslvngton,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan:  tSader  date  of 
May  23,  1949,  you  requested  this \orporation 
to  furnish  your  committee  with\its  com¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  the  application  of  the 
various  recommendations  and  textual  dis¬ 
cussions  in  the  reports  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch,  of 
the  Government  insofar  as  they  related  di¬ 
rectly  or  Indirectly  to  this  Corporation.  We 
have  endeavored  to  comply  with  your  request 
in  the  enclosed  report  of  this  Corporation. 

In  part  I  thereof  we  have  dealt  at  length 
with  those  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  which  affect  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  with  particular  significance. 
They  are  recommendation  No.  8  of  the 
Commission’s  report  on  Federal  Business 
Enterprises  to  the  effect  that  the  direct  lend¬ 
ing  power  of  the  Government  in  nonemer¬ 
gency  periods  be  restricted  or  alternatively 
that  a  guarantee  program  of  loans  made  by 
private  banks  be  substituted  therefor;  Rec¬ 
ommendation  No.  18  in  the  same  report  that 
Congress  review  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  in  the  light  of  recommendation 
No.  8;  recommendation  No.  11  in  the  same 
report  that  Federal  National  Mortgage  As¬ 
sociation,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  Re¬ 
construction  Finance  Corporation  be  tram 
ferred  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finaijfce 
Agency;  recommendation  No.  3  in  the  O 
mission’s  report  on  the  Treasury  Department 
that  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  be 
transferred  to  that  Department  and  Recom¬ 
mendation  No.  15  in  the  Commissidh’s  re¬ 
port  on  the  Interior  Department  Shat  the 
operation  of  the  Government-owned  tin 
smelter  at  Texas  City,  Tex.,  be  transferred 
to  the  Bureau  of  Mines.  It  is  in/eresting  to 
note  that  no  recommendations/  were  made 
with  respect  to  the  synthetic  DUbber  manu¬ 
facturing  plants  operated  by  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation. 

In  part  II  of  the  report /we  present  our 
views  on  the  other  recommendations  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Report  on  Federal  Business  En¬ 
terprises,  Budgeting  and  Accounting,  Person¬ 
nel  Management,  Management  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch,  and  Officeif  General  Services — 
Supply  Activities,  insqaar  as  they  have  gen¬ 
eral  application  to  this  Corporation.  Other 
recommendations  waich  are  not  applicable  to 
RFC  are  not  covered  either  in  general  or 
indirectly  in  this  report. 

As  is  more  fully  set  out  in  the  attached  re¬ 
port,  we  have  infiicated  many  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  contained  in  the  various  reports 
of  the  Commission  have  been  effected  within 
Reconstruct!*!  Finance  Corporation  either 
by  administrative  action  or  by  recent  legis¬ 
lative  administration  (Public  Law  548 — 80th 
Cong.,  approved  June  28,  1945).  In  view  of 
the  fact  Jhat  substantial  savings  in  adminis¬ 
trative  /xpenses  are  effected  by  the  above 
legislation,  which,  among  other  things,  di¬ 
vested/ Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation 
of  iryfst  of  its  extraordinary  wartime  powers 
an<y  of  most  of  its  nonlending  operations 
other  than  the  operation  of  the  Govern- 
ent’s  tin  smelter  at  Texas  City,  Tex.,  and 
le  synthetic-rubber  program,  pursuant  to 
the  Rubber  Act  of  1948,  it  would  be  difficult 
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to  establish  what  proportion  of  the 
savings  involved  is  attributable  to  ad 
trative  action;  undoubtedly  it  has  been 
stantlal. 

We  will,  of  course,  be  happy  to  furnish  any 
supplemental  information  or  detail  thjft  your 
committee  may  require. 

This  report  has  not  been  cleared  rtith  the 
Legislative  Committee  of  the  Bure/u  of  the 
Budget,  but  a  copy  has  been  transmitted 
to  it. 

Very  truly  yours, 

HARLgt  Hise, 

Chairman. 

(The  full  text  of  the  comments  of  the  Re-5 
construction  Finance  Corporation  is  avail-  5 
able  at  the  office  of  the  Senate  Committee] 
on  Expenditures  in  the  (Executive  Depart-  j 


ECA  APPROPRIATIONS— LETTER  FROM 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  copy  of  a 
letter  which  I  have  received  from  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  un¬ 
der  date  of  July  29,  1949,  signed  by  John 
C.  Lynn,  assistant  director,  Washington 
office,  together  with  my  reply  thereto, 
dated  July  30,  1949.  The  letters  relate  to 
a  pending  amendment  to  the  ECA  appro¬ 
priation  bill  which  was  discussed  in  the 
Senate  when  the  bill  was  before  us. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  July  29,  1949. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan:  The  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  deeply  concerned 
over  the  status  of  the  ECA  appropriation  for 
1949-50.  We  have  endorsed  and  vigorously 
supported  the  ECA  program  from  its  con¬ 
ception  based  on  the  premise  that  this  was 
a  recovery  program  for  western  Europe.  It 
is  our  sincere  belief  that  the  program,  thus 
far,  has  accomplished  much  toward  the  re¬ 
covery  of  the  participating  countries  and  we 
are  very  desirous  to  see  this  progress  con¬ 
tinued.  We  favor  strict  economy  In  Govern¬ 
ment  expenditures,  however,  we  doubt  the 
advisability  of  a  further  cut  in  ECA  at  this 
time. 

We  strongly  urge  your  support  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  House  bill  which  would  permit 
the  expenditure  of  the  $3,568,470,000  within 
10  %  months  if  the  President  of  the  United 
States  or  the  Administrator  of  ECA  find  that 
conditions  make  this  necessary.  We  have 
full  confidence  that  Administrator  Hoffman 
will  keep  his  pledge  not  to  use  an  unneces¬ 
sary  dollar. 

We  believe  that  the  European  countries 
working  through  their  own  organization, 
OEEC,  must  assume  the  major  responsibility, 
for  their  recovery.  We  must  maintain  the 
right  to  pass  upon  and  approve  all  plans  for 
recovery  presented  by  the  European  countries 
but  the  United  States  has  consistently  de¬ 
manded  that  formulating  these  plans  and 
executing  them  is  the  primary  responsibility 
of  the  participating  nations. 

The  McClellan  amendment  now  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senate,  we  think,  abandons 
these  principles.  The  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  is  very  much  Interested  in  solv¬ 
ing  the  agricultural  surplus  problems  of  this 
country,  however,  we  feel  it  would  be  a  se¬ 
rious  mistake  for  us  to  assume  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  dictating  to  European  nations 
what  they  must  buy  and  thereby  lessen  their 
responsibility  for  consummating  their  own 
plans.  We  believe  the  most  effective  way  to 
insure  permanent  markets  for  our  agricul¬ 


tural  products  is  to  provide  adequate  funds 
for  the  continued  recovery  of  western  Europe. 

We  hope  you  will  consider  these  points  in 
making  your  decision  on  the  appropriations 
for  the  European  recovery  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  C.  Lynn, 

Assistant  Director  Washington  Office. 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  30,  1949. 
Mr.  John  C.  Lynn, 

Assistant  Director, 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Lynn:  Your  letter  of  July  29  re¬ 
garding  the  ECA  appropriations  for  1949-50 
has  Just  been  received.  I  have  noted  with 
interest  your  comments  and  your  Bureau’s 
announced  position  with  reference  to  this 
program. 

I  also  note  your  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  am  sponsoring.  You  say  that 
your  organization  endorsed  and  has  vigor¬ 
ously  supported  the  ECA  program  from  its 
inception  based  on  the  premise  that  this 
was  a  "recovery  program  for  western  Eu¬ 
rope.”  True,  the  general  objective  of  the 
program  is  "recovery”  but  there  can  be  no 
recovery  without  survival  while  such  re¬ 
covery  is  in  process,  and,  therefore,  as  must 
be  conceded,  a  large  part  of  the  expendi¬ 
tures  Involved  are  for  relief.  At  least,  such 
expenditures  as  are  made  for  food  and  other 
agricultural  products  that  are  necessary  for 
sustenance  pending  recovery  are  expend¬ 
itures  in  the  nature  of  relief. 

There  is  no  objection  to  the  participating 
countries  themselves  assuming  the  major  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  their  recovery,  as  you  sug¬ 
gest,  and  I  agree  with  you  that  “we  must 
maintain  the  right  to  pass  upon  and  ap¬ 
prove  all  plans  for  recovery  presented  by 
those  countries.”  You  say  the  United  States 
has  consistently  demanded  that  formulating 
these  plans  and  executing  them  are  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibilities  of  the  participating 
nations.  With  that,  I  agree. 

In  formulating  their  plans  for  1949-50,  the 
participating  countries  have  represented  to 
the  ECA,  and  the  ECA  in  turn  has  repre¬ 
sented  to  the  Congress  that  certain  speci¬ 
fied  quantities  and  kinds  of  agricultural 
products,  now  in  surplus  here,  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  carry  out  the  program.  We  are 
proceeding  on  the  assumption  that  these 
representations  were  made  in  good  faith  and 
are  substantially  correct.  That  they  may  not 
be  wholly  accurate  may  well  be  conceded, 
but  to  the  extent  they  are  accurate,  or  to 
the  extent  that  the  participating  countries 
find  they  really  need  and  must  be  supplied 
agricultural  products  which  we  have  in  sur¬ 
plus,  my  amendment  to  the  bill  simply  says, 
“We  will  give  you  the  dollars  with  which  to 
buy  such  of  these  products  as  you  may  need 
and  require  up  to  the  amount  you  have 
indicated.  But  we  will  not  give  you  dollars 
for  this  purpose  and  permit  you  to  buy  these 
products  in  other  countries  while  we  have  a 
surplus  of  them  here,  nor  will  we  give  you 
the  dollars  and  permit  you  to  divert  and  ex¬ 
pend  them  for  some  other  purpose.” 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  If  they  find 
they  do  not  need  the  products  in  kind  and 
quantities  that  they  have  represented  to  the 
ECA  they  will  need  and  that  the  ECA  has  rep¬ 
resented  to  the  Congress  they  will  need  (and 
they  contended  that  these  were  the  very 
minlmums  necessary),  they  can  simply  buy 
less.  The  amendment  does  not  require  them 
to  take  the  full  amount  of  any  commodity 
but  simply  says  the  money  appropriated  that 
would  be  required  to  purchase  these  com¬ 
modities  shall  be  available  only  for  that 
purpose. 

Some  editorial  writers  and  commentators 
have  charged  that  this  amendment  is  a 
"dumping”  provision.  It  is  no  more  a 
“dumping”  provision — in  fact,  it  is  less  so 
than  is  the  entire  program.  If  the  term 
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"dumping”  can  be  applied  to  agricultural 
commodities,  then  with  equal  force  it  is  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  total  dollar  expenditure  in. 
volved  in  the  entire  program.  If  we  do  not 
dump  these  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  that  we  have,  and  they  claim  they  need 
and  want,  then  the  only  alternative  is  to 
dump  billions  of  dollars  out  of  the  United 
States  Treasury,  which  we  do  not  have,  and 
which  must  be  borrowed  and  added  to  the 
national  debt.  Is  that  what  you  recom- 
mend? 

Some  have  expressed  the  fear  that  such 
action  as  my  amendment  provides  will  tend 
to  destroy  future  American  markets.  That 
is  absurd.  The  giving  of  dollars  to  them  to 
patronize  agricultural  markets  of  other  coun¬ 
tries  would  have  a  far  greater  tendency  to¬ 
ward  destroying  our  future  markets  than 
would  be  had  by  requiring  them  to  spend 
here  such  money  as  we  may  provide  for  the 
purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  of  the 
kinds  and  quantities  of  which  we  have  a 
surplus. 

I  have  undertaken  to  consider  the  points 
you  raised  and  the  above  are  my  views. 

I  have  always  held  in  high  esteem  the 
American  Farm  Bureau.  Almost  without 
exception  I  have  supported  its  policies  be¬ 
cause  I  believed  they  were  sound  and  in  the 
interest  of  agriculture  generally  and  the 
Nation  as  a  whole.  I  deeply  regret  to  be  in 
disagreement  with  you  on  this  particular 
issue  but  I  am  fully  convinced  that  my  posi¬ 
tion  is  justified,  and  I  accord  to  you  most 
respectfully  the  right  to  disagree  with  me. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  L.  McClellan. 

THE  MEANING  OE  COMTNG  LABOR  DAY, 
1949 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  statement  on  Wisconsin  labor 
in  connection  with  forthcoming  Labor 
Day,  1949,  on  which  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  printing  at  this  point  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Another  Labor  Day  will  soon  be  at  hand. 
Once  again,  on  September  5,  we  will  pause 
to  pay  tribute  to  America’s  working  men  and 
working  women  without  whom  this  Nation 
could  not  exist.  Without  them,  it  could  not 
enjoy  the  freedom  and  high  standard  of  liv¬ 
ing  which  we  have  always  taken  for  granted. 

Of  course,  as  on  every  Labor  Day,  there’ll  / 
be  a  lot  of  “jawing” — a  lot  of  fancy  words/’ 
spoken  by  way  of  endorsement  of  labor’s  rolpC 
Laboring  folks  know,  however,  that  the  thing 
that  really  counts  is  not  mere  words  how¬ 
ever  sincere — because  words,  after  alf?  are 
pretty  cheap — but  actions.-  I  would  dike  to 
set  forth,  therefore,  some  steps  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  are  in  the  best  interests  yt  working 
men  and  women  and  as  a  matter1  of  fact,  in 
the  best  interests  of  all  segments  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  and  American  society.  / 

Yes,  let’s  analyze  the  meaning  of  Labor 
Day,  1949 — not  in  highfalgting,  meaningless 
jabber — but  in  terms  of  ^feal  deeds. 

JUSTICE  FOB? WORKERS 

On  Labor  Day,  it  ie  up  to  all  of  us  to  re¬ 
dedicate  ourselves  tty  actions  to  assure  a  fair 
break  for  our  Stage’s  and  Nation’s  toilers — 
for  the  guy  in  jme  overalls  sweating  at  the 
corner  gasolinaf  station  or  working  behind  a 
costly  machine  tool,  for  the  fellow  in  the  food 
processing  jflant,  the  foundry,  the  printing 
shop,  the>flectrical  shop,  the  furniture  shop, 
or  in  textiles,  clothing,  lumber,  aluminum, 
automobile,  or  leather  goods.  Yes,  for  the 
manual  toiler  or  the  white-collar  worker  in 
any  of  the  other  varied  enterprises  which 
stamp  “made  in  Wisconsin”  on  goods  re¬ 
spected  throughout  the  globe. 


PROBLEM  OF  UNEMPLOYMENT 

year  a  cloud  will  be  over  labor- 


This  year  a  cloud  will  be  over  labor — a 
cloud  of  unemployment — a  shortened  work¬ 
week,  less  take-home  pay,  less  money  to  buy 
the  necessities  of  life  and  give  one’s  wife 
and  kids  all  the  things  we  want  to.  The 
problem  of  unemployment  is  not,  however, 
a  subject  for  u £  to  start  making  charges  and 
accusations  about.  Don’t  let  anyone  kid  you. 
American  businessmen  are  just  as  deeply 
concerned  about  this  problem  as  are  unions 
or  nonunion  workers.  After  all,  employers 
;tand  to  lose  their  life  savings  if  unemploy¬ 
ment  continues  and  a  depression  develops. 
It  is  up  to  labor,  management,  government, 
and  agriculture  to  pitch  in  and  demonstrate 
teamwork  to  lick  this  problem.  We  have 
got  to  find  the  markets  for  Wisconsin  prod¬ 
ucts  so  that  there  will  be  full  employment. 
Ninety  percent  of  Badger  manufactures  are 
shipped  outside  the  State — that  means  there 
must  be  purchasing  power  elsewhere  to  buy 
them. 

EVIL  RESULTS  OF  UNNECESSARY  STRIKES 

Let  that,  therefore,  be  our  number  one 
aim — achieving  teamwork  so  as  to  insure  pur¬ 
chasing  power  and  continuous  production. 
The  laboring  man  knows  that  where  produc¬ 
tion  is  broken  by  unnecessary  strikes,  every¬ 
body  is  hurt  and  nobody  is  helped  except  the , 
Communists  or  other  alien-minded  agitators' 
With  unnecessary  strikes,  laboring  men  l^ie 
pay  envelopes  that  they  cannot  make  up’for 
years,  and  years,  no  matter  how  much  wages 
are  increased.  Management  loses  profits 
(and  lefe  remember  that  part  of  thosfe  profits 
must  goVfoward  developing  new  machinery 
and  replacing  old  machinery,  repairing  worn 
out  plants  &nd  doing  other  thihgs  that  are 
necessary  if  bljsinesses  are  to  pOntinue) . 

^unnecessary^/  strikes  occur, 
'’ividend^and  they  are  un- 


Yes,  when 
stockholders  los? 
willing  to  invest'Vheir 
invest  money  meanVthj 
jobs.  With  unnecesl 
finds  that  the  city 
he  produces.  Withfum 
Government  loses’tax  re’ 


oney.  Failure  to 
there  will  be  fewer 
strikes,  the  farmer 
can’t  buy  the  food 
pessary  strikes,  the 
ue.  Let’s  recog¬ 


nize  those  facts  mid  try  to\chieve  unbroken 
production  to  the  greatest  ex^nt  possible. 

CHOOSING  CONSCIENTIOUS  CANDIDATES  IN  1950 

2.  Another  constructive  step  lor  working 
men  and  women  is  to  start  thinkink  in  terms 
of  a  wise  use  of  the  ballot  in  1950/SAVhen  a 
working  man  or  woman  goes  into  tHSelec- 
tion/booth,  he  or  she  is  completely  freVand 
independent.  No  “wise-guy”  labor  official 
cash  control  the  free  American  worker  in  ?ke 
.lasting  of  his  or  her  ballot. 

Don’t  therefore,  let  anybody  scare  you  into^ 
casting  your  ballot  for  any  individual  who  is 
not  really  a  believer  in  our  free  American 
system.  Don’t  let  anybody  force  you  to  con¬ 
tribute  $1  or  $2  or  more  for  candidates  who 
aren’t  really  interested  in  your  welfare,  but 
are  only  interested  in  agitating,  in  promot¬ 
ing  strife,  discord.  Don’t  be  a  sucker  in  vot¬ 
ing  for  a  Congress  which  would  be  the  slave 
of  a  few  labor  racketeers  or  parlor  pinks  or 
Reds. 

Do  you  want  a  Congress  which  takes  orders 
from  a  few  labor  bigshots,  a  Congress  which 
is  just  a  Charley  McCarthy  for  a  few  rough 
characters  entrenched  in  key  labor  spots? 
Or  do  you,  as  I’m  sure  you  do,  want  a  free 
Congress — a  liberty-loving  Senate  and 
House — which  takes  orders  from  no  one,  but 
which  tries  to  serve  the  best  interests  of  the 
honest  rank-and-file  worker,  the  little-busi¬ 
ness  man,  the  housewife,  the  farmer  and 
everyone  else?  The  choice  is  yours,  my 
friends. 

WORKERS  FIGHT  UNION  BOSSES’  POLITICAL 
STOOGES 

I  would  like  to  quote  from  a  letter  which  I 
just  received  this  morning  from  Milwaukee: 

“I  Just  returned  from  a  2-day  session  of  a 
labor  organization  *  *  *.  They  are  pre¬ 

paring  money  and  political  machinery  to 


defeat  (free  enterprise  candidates  like  your-/ 
self)  in  the  next  election.  Of  course  you  hafi 
friends  there  who  opposed  such  /  a 
policy  *  *  *.  Some  definite  action 

should  be  prepared  to  combat  such  ^-proce¬ 
dure,  and  I  stand  willing  with  otUer  men 
sympathetic  to  you  to  lend  any  aicbpossible.” 

There  is  a  message  straight  from  the  heart 
of  a  Wisconsin  worker.  I  have  received  many 
other  messages  similar  to  it  J*nd  I  am  tre¬ 
mendously  grateful  for  such  communica¬ 
tions.  This  isn’t  just  a  personal  matter. 
The  thing  that  I  am  interested  in  is  to  make 
sure  that  in  the  1950  election,  Senators  and 
Representatives  will  ^  reelected  and  elect¬ 
ed,  who  believe  as  I  do,  in  our  American  way 
of  life  and  whoy’don’t  want  racketeers’ 
stooges  to  be  place  in  high  public  office. 

I  know  what/lt  is  to  come  up  from  the 
ranks  of  labor/'  l  know  what  it  is  to  work  11 
hours  a  day^for  15  cents  an  hour.  I  know 
that  the  men  in  topnotch  positions  in  Wis¬ 
consin  businesses  these  days  have,  in 
countless  instances,  come  up  the  hard  way, 
by  sweat  and  toil.  I  know  that  these  busi¬ 
nessmen  are  interested  in  labor’s  legiti¬ 
mate  rights. 

/  WORKERS  SUPPORT  TAFT-HARTLEY  LAW 

3.  Another  way  by  which  labor  can  dem¬ 
onstrate  self-interest  is  to  make  sure  that 
it  doesn’t  fall  for  the  “baloney”  about  the  al¬ 
leged  evils  of  the  Taft-Hartley  law.  That 
law  has  been  terribly  smeared.  It  has  been 
called  every  name  in  the  book.  Yet  every 
public-opinion  poll  taken  among  working¬ 
men  shows  that  they  overwhelming  sup¬ 
port  its  provisions. 

Laboring  men,  for  example,  don’t  want 
Communists  to  control  unions.  They  don’t 
want  racketeers  to  misuse  union  funds. 
They  don’t  want  “goons”  to  cause  violence  in 
disputes.  They  don’t  want  “featherbedding” 
— they  don’t  like  anyone  to  receive  money 
which  they  don’t  really  earn. 

The  honest  American  laborer  believes  in 
an  honest  day’s  work  for  an  honest  dollar. 
He  believes  that  no  strike  should  be  allowed 
in  key  public  utilities  or  a  Nation-wide  in¬ 
dustry  which  could  paralyze  this  whole 
country.  Laboring  men,  for  example,  don’t 
believe  that  any  man,  whether  he  be  a  worker 
or  a  manager,  should  have  the  right  to  close 
an  electric  utility  plant,  plunging  a  while 
city  into  darkness,  depriving  hospitals  of 
light  as  well  as  causing  complete  break-down 
of  industry  because  of  lack  of  electric  power. 

Laboring  men  recognize  that  the  Taft- 
Hartley  law  prevents  all  of  these  things.  It 
prevents  Red  control  of  unions,  prevents 
swindling  of  labor  funds.  That  is  why  labor¬ 
ing  men  believe  in  and  support  the  Taft- 
lartley  law  with  certain  modifications  in 
£der  to  iron  out  inequities. 

WHAT  TWO  WISCONSIN  WORKERS  SAY 

R9ad  what  a  woman  worker  in  Milwau¬ 
kee  wrote  me  a  few  days  ago: 

“I’veNjeen  a  union  member  for  over  31 
*  I’m  in  favor  of  the  Taft- 
There  were  many  abuses  by 
that  needed  correction.  »  *  * 
3e  restricted  as  to  unfair  labor 


years. 

Hartley  la1 
labor  leader: 

Unions  shoul 
practices 

Here  is  what' 
writes : 

“Dear  Senator 
shop  and  today  was 
dressed  to  you  and  to! 
to  the  union  officials  fo: 


nother  Wisconsin  worker 


:y:  I  work  in  a  union 
-nded  a  postcard  ad- 
;o  sign  it  and  return 
hecking  and  mail¬ 


ing.  This  card  asked  forVhe  repeal  of  the 
Taft-Hartley  law.  We  had  choice  but  to 
sign  the  card  or  get  in  bad  >dth  our  union 
officials.  My  feeling  in  the  matter  is  that 
this  law  needs  changing,  but  thaVdf  repealed, 
it  should  be  replaced  by  a  law\jrotecting 
the  union  and  nonunion  laboring  n^n  from 
dictatorship  of  the  union  officials.  iShelieve 
that  the  working  man  should  have  the^ight 
to  join  or  not  to  join  a  union.” 

I  could  quote  from  many  other  messages 
from  Wisconsin  workers  saying  in  effect 
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“More  power  to  you,  Senator.  Protect  our 
rights  from  the  racketeering  big-shots.  Re¬ 
tain. the  Taft-Hartley  law.’’ 

Well,  now,  what  else,  should  we  plan  for 
and  fight  for  on  Labor  Day,  1949,  and  every 
other  dag  of  the  year? 

TAXES  "HARE  CUTTING  TAKE-HOME  PAY 

Here’s  an  — a  big  item — tax  reduction. 

Laboring  meifiyecognize  that  if  business  is 
paralyzed  by  h&^vy  taxes,  it  cannot  possibly 
expand  and  create  new  jobs  or  for  that 
matter,  keep  old  Hobs.  Right  now,  every 
American  working  Iran  is  giving  around  1 
day  out  of  every  weel?Ho  the  Government  in 
Federal  taxes.  Right  rii^w,  in  fact,  taxes  in 
our  country  take  up  ovek30  percent  of  the 
whole  national  income.  T^ie  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  gobbling  up  so  much  taxes  that 
the  State  and  localities  in  Wisconsin  find 
that  they  have  no  items  to  ta^to  support 
their  own  operations. 

Working  men  recognize  these  fafite.  They 
have  written  to  me  endorsing  the  tax  repeal 
legislation  which  X  have  introduced — i 
islation  to  end  taxes  on  leather  goods,' 
jewelry,  cosmetics,  telegrams,  household 
pliances,  and  hundreds  of  other  items, 
know  these  taxes  cause  unemployment. 

A  union  official  in  West  Bend,  Wis.,  writes: 

“I  want  to  personally  thank  you  for  your 
effort  for  the  repeal  of  the  tax  on  personal 
leather  goods.  You  are  on  the  right  track 
for  our  jobs  in  the  leather  factory  that  I 
am  an  employee  of  will  benefit  greatly  by 
that  bill.  I-consider  a  billfold  not  a  ‘luxury’ 
item  and  cannot  and  have  not  ever  seen 
why  they  were  taxed.  The  repeal  of  the  tax 
I’m  sure  will  mean  a  greater  sale  in  bill¬ 
folds  and  that  is  what  we  all  want  in  this 
country — our  products  to  be  sold.  That  way 
there  will  be  work  for  us  and  other  people 
like  ourselves  connected  with  the  leather  in¬ 
dustry  and  industry  on  a  whole.  I  would  ap¬ 
preciate  it  very  much  if  you  could  send  me  a 
copy  of  your  bill.” 

A  musicians’  union  secretary  in  Kenosha 
emphasizes  Importance  of  tax  relief: 

“Please  rest  assured  that  we  are  behind 
you  100  percent  in  trying  to  eliminate  this 
entertainment  tax.  I  know  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Federation  of  Musicians  will  be  ex¬ 
tremely  grateful  to  you  and  we  take  our 
hats  off  to  you  for  rendering  a  great  service 
to  the  American  public.” 

Right  along  the  line  of  tax  reduction, 
workingmen  recognize,  too,  that  economy  is 
necessary  in  Government  operations.  ’  So 
long  as  we  have  a  $44,00.  ,000,000  budget,  we 
are  going  to  have  heavy  taxes.  Therefore, 
workers  support  necessary  cuts  i,n  Govern-, 
ment  appropriations  wherever  possible.  Fe< 
eral  economy  means  less  taxes  which  megfcs 
more  Jobs. 

These,  then,  and  other  actions  are  Neces¬ 
sary  if  we  are  to  pay  a  real  tribute  tc^Amerl- 
can  labor  in  1949  and  any  other  yjftir. 

The  fellows  in  overalls  today  iwore  mili¬ 
tary  and  naval  uniforms  but  a  years  ago. 
They  love  this  wonderful  coinitry — they’ve 
fought  and  bled  for  it.  They  want  their 
kids  to  grow  up  and  prosper  in  it — in  the 
free  American  way.  f 

DEBUNKING  THUEMEAR  WORDS 

They  recognize  that  the  labor  racketeers 
will  smear  the  men  *pho  believe  in  free  enter¬ 
prise.  The  bigstjrrs  will  call  them  "anti- 
labor,”  “reactionary,”  and  every  other  smear 
word,  even  tharfgh  the  men  they  smear  came 
up  themselvjjf  from  the  ranks  of  labor. 

CONCLUSION 

Let’s  nut  be  a  sucker  for  smear-artists. 
Let  alDifcf  us  who  believe  in  America — who 
belieyrin  decent  wages,  decent  hours,  decent 
worMng  conditions,  fair  taxes,  stand  together 
iow a  strong,  united  America  on  Labor  Day 
id  every  day. 


ARMY,  NAVY,  AND  AIR  FORCE 
NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  submit  from  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  favorable 
reports  on  certain  routine  appointments 
and  promotions  in  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force,  to  which  no  single  objection 
has  been  made.  The  report  is  made  by 
unanimous  vote  of  the  committee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  report  will  be  received. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  nominations  be  considered  at 
this  time,  that  they  be  confirmed,  and 
that  the  President  be  immediately  noti¬ 
fied. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and,  without  objection,  the  nominations 
are  confirmed  en  bloc,  and  the  President 
will  be  notified  at  once. 

ADJUSTMENT  OF  LINEAL  POSITIONS  OF 
^  CERTAIN  NAVAL  OFFICERS 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  th^ 
etary  of  the  Navy  this  mornijj 
call's^  my  attention  to  a  situation  wj^ch 
I  hopte  will  incline  the  Congress  tq-oake 
immedkte  action  on  a  bill  now  6n  the 
calendar%House  bill  5238.  Thi^  bill  has 
already  bfei  passed  by  the  House  and 
been  reported  unanimously  from  the 
Committee  ok  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate.  Its  tira  is  “Tq>-’'authorize  the 
adjustment  of  ttiklineal  positions  of  cer¬ 
tain  officers  of  the\aval  service,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

It  so  happens  thafwe  created  some 
time  ago  what  iyxnowX  as  the  limited - 
duty  officer.  Spme  of  thS^e  men  are  en¬ 
listed  men.  They  are  specialists  in  par¬ 
ticular  fields.  Their  commissions  will 
expire  on  tfie  7th  of  August  unless  House 
bill  5238/ls  enacted  prior  to  tnat  time. 
In  vie\y/ot  the  fact  that  the  bill  has  been 
passed  by  the  House,  that  it  corn^s  to 
the^senate  with  the  unanimous  support 
oDthe  Armed  Services  Committee  of  t 
enate,  and  in  view  of  the  further  fac 
that  these  men  are  specialists,  and  are 
already  holding  these  positions  tempo¬ 
rarily,  and  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  commissions  will  expire  on  the  7th  of 
this  month,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration  of  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  understood  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Maryland  to 
say  that  the  bill  had  the  unanimous  sup¬ 
port  of  the  members  of  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  second  question 
As  I  understand,  these  men  are  special¬ 
ists,  and  hold  temporary  commissions? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  That  is  correct. 
They  are  limited-duty  officers  in  spe¬ 
cialties. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Unless  their  terms 
are  extended,  through  the  passage  of  the 
bill,  for  a  year,  they  will  go  back  to  the 
enlisted  ranks,  and  we  might  lose  their 
services  as  specialists. 


Mr.  TYDINGS.  Their  commissions''1 
expire  by  law  on  the  7th  of  August,  tbfs 
month.  / 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  many  men  are 
involved?  / 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Two  hund/ed  and 
fifty.  / 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  Die  Senator 
know  any  situation  in  the  £rmy  which  is 
comparable?  / 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  do  hot.  These  men 
are  in  the  Navy.  V 
Mr.  GURNEY,  ytx.  President,  I  join 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  in  asking 
unanimous  consent  for  immediate  con¬ 
sideration  of  th£  bill. 

The  VICE  ^RESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  present  consideration  of  the 
bill?  / 

ThereXeing  no  objection,  the  bill  )H.  R. 
5238)  authorize  the  adjustment  of  the 
lineaXpositions  of  certain  officers  of  the 
nayal  service,  and  for  other  purposes, 
w£s  considered,  ordered  to  a  third  read- 
lg,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Swanson,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J. 
Res.  329)  amending  an  act  making  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  327)  making  an  additional 
appropriation  for  control  of  emergency 
outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases; 
agreed  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Can¬ 
non,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Rabaut,  Mr.  Taber, 
and  Mr.  WigglesWorth,  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to 
the  following  enrolled  bills,  and  they 
gre  signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

R.  1288.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
office*:;  and  members  of  the  crew  of  the 
steamship  Taiyuan; 

H.  R.  1^66.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Daniel 
Kim; 

H.  R.  147h  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
Olympic  HoCel; 

H.  R.  1625.  \r  act  for  the  relief  of  Chris¬ 
tine  Kono; 

H.  R.  2C84.  An  \ct  for  the  relief  of  Teiko 
Horikawa  and  Yoshiko  Horikawa;  and 

H.  R.  2850.  An  actNfor  the  relief  of  Denise 

.flimsnn  ftataafa 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM— COMMENTS  BY 
VICE  PRESIDENT  ON  CERTAIN  PARLIA¬ 
MENTARY  RULINGS 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
what  the  legislative  program  will  be  after 
the  passage  of  the  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriation  bill? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
will  proceed  with  consideration  of  the 
independent  offices  appropriation  bill  as 
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the  pending  business  before  the  Senate. 
The  ECA  appropriation  bill  has  just  been 
reported  by  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  It  contains  some  provisions  to  which 
at  least  certain  Members  of  the  Senate 
desire  to  give  some  consideration  before 
we  take  up  the  bill.  However,  the  Senate 
may  displace  the  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  with  the  ECA  bill  some¬ 
time  later  this  afternoon,  because  the 
ECA  is  completely  out  of  money,  and  it 
is  necessary  that  we  take  action  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  that  bill  with  all  convenient 
speed. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  ask  the  indulgence  of  the 
Senate  for  a  moment.  The  Chair  spent 
Saturday  and  Sunday  examining  the 
Congressional  Record  and  the  decisions 
and  opinions  and  votes  of  the  Senate  on 
matters  which  were  before  the  Senate 
last  week  on  points  of  order,  trying  to 
clarify  his  own  mind  as  to  what  the  rule 
is  with  regard  to  germaneness  and  also 
with  regard  to  legislation. 

The  Chair  also  feels  that  he  owes 
former  Vice  President  Wallace  an 
apology  for  the  remark  he  made  describ¬ 
ing  a  decision  of  his  as  being  illogical. 
It  turns  out,  after  an  examination  of  the 
Record,  that  the  present  occupant  of  the 
Chair,  being  then  a  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky,  took  the  same  position  in  the  de¬ 
bate  that  Vice  President  Wallace  took  in 
his  decision.  The  Senate  overruled  the 
decision  of  the  Chair.  The  present  oc¬ 
cupant  of  the  Chair  was  misinformed, 
and  thought  the  Chair  had  ruled  as  the 
Senate  finally  ruled.  That  is  why  the 
present  occupant  of  the  Chair  made  the 
remark  he  did.  The  Chair  is  sorry  about 
it.  But  in  the  interchange  of  views  and 
conversations  between  Senators  and  the 
Parliamentarian  while  the  Chair  has  two 
ears,  he  can  hear  only  one  thing  at  a  time. 

The  Chair  has  not  yet  made  up  his 
mind  to  his  own  satisfaction  as  to  how 
clear  or  muddy  this  rule  is.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  read  the  bill,  as  it  has  been 
reported  again,  and  reread  some  of  the 
debates  on  the  matter,  so  that  he  may  be 
more  prepared  if  points  of  order  are 
made,  to  pass  upon  them  without  too 
much  delay.  It  would  be  an  accommo¬ 
dation  to  the  Chair  if  the  ECA  bill  were 
not  taken  up  at  the  moment — perhaps 
not  until  tomorrow.  The  Chair  realizes 
how  important  it  is  that  the  legislation 
be  passed,  but  it  is  also  important  that  we 
clarify  the  tangled  situation  in  regard  to 
what  the  rules  mean. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  in  the  event  the  ECA  bill  is  not 
taken  up  today,  what  appropriation  bill 
might  be  taken  up  this  afternoon? 

-  Mr.  LUCAS.  It  is  my  understanding, 
from  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O ’Mahoney]  that  we  will  not  finish  the 
independent  offices  appropriation  bill 
this  afternoon.  If  that  is  the  case,  we 
will  surely  consider  the  ECA  bill  before 
we  finish  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
that  statement  was  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  Mr.  President,  only  by 
reason  cf  the  experience  the  Senator  has 
had  during  the  past  3  days. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  justified 
in  drawing  that  conclusion. 


Mr.  O’MAHOr^Y.  I  was  led  to  hope 
Friday  that  perhaps  we  might  proceed 
more  speedily  in  the  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill;  but  that  remains  to  be 
seen. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  I  may  ask  another 
question  of  the  majority  leader,  has  he 
yet  planned  whether  there  will  be  night 
sessions  this  week? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  seriously 
doubt  whether  we  will  have  any  night 
sessions  this  week.  We  had  two  night 
sessions  last  week  and  I  do  not  think  we 
accomplished  too  much  as  a  result  of 
those  night  sessions. 
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The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
Df  the  bill  (H.  R.  4177)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Executive  Office  and 
sundry  independent  executive  bureaus, 
poards,  commissions,  corporations,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  offices,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  to 
the  committee  amendment,  on  page  51, 
line  21,  to  strike  out  “$63,054,424”,  and 
insert.  “$59,901,703.” 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  in  reporting  this  amendment 
increasing  the  amount  available  for  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses  from  $62,380,424,  as 
passed  by  the  House,  to  $63,054,424,  has 
increased  the  appropriation  by  only 
$674,000.  Even  with  that  increase,  the 
amount  allowed  by  the  committee  is  12 
aercent  below  the  budget  estimate.  It 
s  in  figures  below  the  budget  estimate 
ay  $9,086,966,  the  estimate  of  the  Budget 
Bureau  having  been  $72,141,390.  The 
amendment  by  the  Senator  from  Dela^ 
ivare,  which  would  reduce  t^e  appropria¬ 
tion  to  $59,901,703,  amounts  do  a  cut/of 
almost  17  percent,  or  $12,239,6^7.  I  sub¬ 
nit  that  a  reduction  of  17  percent,  much 
s  5  percent  more  than  the  reduotjon  of 
12  percent  already  made  by  the  cofeimit- 
;ee,  is  just  a  little  too  much.  /  \ 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  General  Fle'fti- 
ing  has  been  made  chairman  of  the 
Maritime  Commission  and  is  / ow  apply-' 
ng  his  undoubted  abilities  a/  an  admin- 
strator,  and  in  view  of  the/fact  that  he 
las  already  established  a  record  for  econ- 
>my  in  the  Federal  Worts  Administra¬ 
tion,  of  which  he  was  the  head,  it  would 
‘  eem  to  me  to  be  a  little  excessive  to  de¬ 
rive  him  of  the  personnel  and  facilities 
ith  which  he  might  tie  expected  to  carry 
n  an  efficient  and  effective  administra- 
ion. 

I  grant,  and  the  committee  has  felt, 
hat  there  are  sawings  to  be  made  in  the 
dministration  pf  the  Maritime  Commis- 
ion.  The  committee  will  propose 
mendments  As  soon  as  this  one  is  dis- 
osed  of.  I/iiave  already  called  atten- 
ion  to  the  /act  that  there  is  an  amend- 
ent  to  the  contract  authority.  On 
'riday  last  we  had  a  long  discussion 
about  tlye  handling  of  the  Mariposa  and 
the  Mpnterey.  My  position  is  that 
we  should  not  make  the  very  steep  cut 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
on  this  item,  but  should  be  content  with 
the  cuts  which  are  presented  elsewhere. 
^/lr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  If  the  amendment  ofj 
he  Senator  from  Delaware  is  adoptee 
low  much  will  be  cut  from  the  appre 
iriation  for  the  training  of  young  men 
it  Kings  Point,  Sheepshead  Bay,  and/he 
)ther  schools? 

Mr.  OMAHONEY.  The  amenrffrient 
vill  not  affect  those  items  at  a Vf,  they 
ire  provided  for  at  a  different  ,/lace  in 
he  bill. 

Mr.  LANGER.  On  page  54?  j 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  g/id  that  is 
i  different  item. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Then,  th/amendment 
proposed  by  the  Senator  ffom  Delaware 
"does  not  affect  that  item/t  all? 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Wha/does  it  affect? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY,  At  affects  the  sal¬ 
aries  and  expenses  ofirthe  administrative 
authority  of  the  M/ritime  Commission, 
in  its  headquarters 

Mr.  LANGER.  /  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WILLIAMzT  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  has  finished,  I 
desire  to  obtain  the  floor.  First,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  /nd  nays  on  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  lik^o  make  some  inquiries  before 
the  votin/ occurs. 

Mr.  (/MAHONEY.  I  shall  be  very 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  I  can. 

Mr. /FLANDERS.  I  have  been  very 
mud/ interested  in  changing  what  has 
seenftd  to  be  the  Maritime  Commission’s 
po/cy  of  paying  too  much  attention  to 
ol/ types  of  luxury  transportation  across 
le  North  Atlantic,  and  not  paying 
foough  attention  to  the  possibilities  of 
‘'developing  something  equivalent  to 
coach-type  railway  service  across  the 
North  Atlantic. 

There  have  been  before  the  Maritime 
Commission  proposals  for  recondition¬ 
ing  two  of  the  vessels  in  the  Pacific  serv¬ 
ice  for  this  cheaper  form  of  mass  trans¬ 
portation  across  the  North  Atlantic.  I 
should  like  to  inquire  whether,  so  far 
as  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  knows, 
the  appropriation  as  provided  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  permits  that 
project  to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  that  prob¬ 
lem  is  involved,  not  in  this  item,  but  in 
the,  contract  authorization  which  is  to 
be  f«und  on  page  52,  in  line  22.  The 
Housfr.  granted  contract  authority  for 
new  slup  construction  in  the  amount  of 
$70,125,0o0.  The  Senate  committee  has 
reduced  tlifi.t  amount  to  $50,000,000.  As 
justificatioii'for  the  $70,000,000  figure,  it 
was  proposed  by  the  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  that  tta)  vessels  of  the  type  to 
which  the  Senatbf  refers  should  be  con¬ 
structed  for  transportation  along  the 
Pacific  coast  of  tne  trailers  which  so 
frequently  are  earned  behind  motor 
trucks  on  the  highways.  Under  this 
proposal,  these  two  vessels  would  be  con¬ 
structed  in  such  a  way  a,x  to  afford,  so 
we  were  told,  rather  rapicis,  transporta¬ 
tion  of  trailers  up  and  downSthe  Pacific 
coast.  The  committee,  in  making  the 
flat  reduction  to  $50,000,000,  did  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  make  allocation  as  to  me  use 
of  the  fund  among  the  three  purposes 
which  were  mentioned  in  the  justir 
tion :  The  construction  of  these  two 
sels,  the  construction  of  two  vessels  th 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Bridges  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
following  amendment,  viz:  On  page  5,  after  line  12,  insert 
the  following: 

1  The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such  amounts  of  the 

2  local  currency  allocated  pursuant  to  section  115  (h)  of 

3  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may 

4  be  necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  publicity  through 

5  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other  available  media,  so  as  to 

6  inform  the  peoples  of  the  participating  countries  regarding 

7  the  assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and  character, 

8  furnished  by  the  American  taxpayer:  Provided,  That  quar- 

9  terly  reports  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  shall  be  made  to  the 
1°  Congress  by  the  Administrator  of  the  program  undertaken 
H  pursuant  to  this  section. 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McKellar  to  the  bill  (H.  K. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
following  amendment,  viz: 

1  On  page  11,  line  4,  after  the  word  “concerned”,  insert 

2  the  following:  Provided,  That  when  members  of  the 

3  armed  forces  are  employed  primarly  for  the  purpose  of 

4  this  appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances 

5  to  which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom”. 


8-1-49 - E 


CD 


O 

P 

3 

CP 

3 

g 

CP 

SO 

a 


cr 

(p 


CP 

& 


d 

o 

d 

GO 

H 


CP 

<2. 

GQ* 

P 

5* 

CD 

CP 

P 


c-1 

d 

w 

to 


CO 

4- 

CO 


C_|  H-b 
d  ° 

3 

CP 
CO  2 

©  S 

CTQ* 
co  d 
or 

O  p 


d 

P- 


CP 


.  CP  £Lj 
ry*  CP 

Hs  2  Pj 


W 

3 


c* 

cd 


o 


o 

<rt- 


i-j  ^ 

^  g 

o  g 

03  “ 

CD  _ 
02  CD 
£3 


00 

t— b  CO 

o 

O  O 

C/3 

(-*  x _ ✓ 

CP 

rt-  R 

p^ 

!d  p 

cr 

®  ^ 

th  S' 

g 

SC 

R 

S»  p 

UQ 


6  brf 
^  h 
3.  E 

&  £ 

o  w 

P  £■ 

co  O 


PI 

z 

D 

§ 

Pi 

Z 

H 


00 
M 
m2 
m  H 

n  O 
toO 
H  2 
to  Q 

5  W 

Z  H 
ui 
ui 


PC 

p 

00 

00 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McIvellar  to  the  bill  (II.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
following  amendment,  viz: 

1  On  page  11,  line  4,  after  the  word  “concerned",  insert 

2  the  following:  “:  Provided  further,  That  when  the  Depart- 

3  ment  of  the  Army,  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  of  March 

4  3,  1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  O.  1253),  furnishes  sub- 

5  sistence  supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian  agencies  of  the 

6  United  States  Government  serving  in  Germany,  payment 

7  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made  without  regard  to 

8  the  10  per  centum  additional  charge  required  by  said  Act, 

9  but  payment  for  subsistence  supplies  by  such  personnel  shall 
19  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian  personnel  of  the 

11  Department  of  the  Army  serving  in  Germany”. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  1  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McKellar  to  the  bill  (II.  B. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
following  amendment,  viz: 

1  On  page  5,  line  3,  after  the  date  “1950”,  insert  the 

2  following:  Provided  further,  That  the  list  of  limited  and 

3  prohibitive  industries  scheduled  for  destruction  in,  or  re- 

4  moval  from,  Germany  shall  be  reviewed  and  the  Admin- 

5  istrator  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Administration  shall 

6  seek  to  obtain  the  retention  in  Germany  of  such  plants  on 

7  this  list  as  would  best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in 

8  Germany”. 
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3. 1278.  An  act  to  fix  the  United  States 
shVe  of  project  costs,  under  the  Federal  Air- 
por^Vct,  involved  in  installation  of  high- 
lntenstty  lighting  on  CAA  designated  ln- 
strumeVt-landing  runways; 

S.  128oV  An  act  to  authorize  progressive 
partial  payments  to  sponsors  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  AirportSAct  program; 

S.  1459.  AnNact  to  amend  section  6  of  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930, 
as  amended; 

S.  1505.  An  act  \o  amend  the  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  authoriX  the  construction  of  ex¬ 
perimental  submarii^s,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  approved  May  V5,  1947; 

S.  1577.  An  act  to  revise  and  reenact,  as 
amended,  the  act  entitleX  “An  act  creating 
the  City  of  Clinton  BridgfNcommission  and 
authorizing  said  commissioirand  its  succes¬ 
sors  to  acquire  by  purchase  orVondemnation 
and  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
bridge  or  bridges  across  the  ^Mississippi 
River  at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  at  or 
near  Fulton,  Ill.,”  approved  Deceiver  21, 
1944;  and 

S.  2030.  An  act  to  clarify  the  laws  relying 
to  the  compensation  of  postmasters  at  for 
class  post  offices  which  have  been  advanc* 
because  of  unusual  conditions. 

EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  CivU 
Service : 

One  hundred  and  ninety-six  postmasters. 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  HOEY: 

S.  2366.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Edgar  B. 
Grier;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FLANDERS  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Cain,  and  Mr.  Hendrickson)  : 

S.  2367.  A  bill  to  amend  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency. 

By  Mr.  BREWSTER: 

S.  2368.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Elmer  Stern 
and  Elizab'-th  W.  Stern;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

(Mr.  MUNDT  introduced  Senate  bill  2369, 
to  require  persons  who  obtain  commissions 
for  rendering  assistance  in  the  obtaining  of 
Government  contracts  to  register  with  the 
Congress,  and  to  establish  in  the  General 
Services  Administration  an  Office  of  Con¬ 
tract  Information,  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and  appears 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma; 

S.  2370.  A  bill  permitting  suit  to  be 
brought  on  the  claim  of  Edward  B.  Massie 
against  the  United  States;  to  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  FERGUSON: 

S.  2371.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  disclosure 
of  certain  activities  by  Government  con¬ 
tractors  in  the  procurement  of  Government 
contracts,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MCMAHON: 

S.  2372.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Act  of  1946;  to  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Caro¬ 
lina: 

S.  2373.  A  bill  to  credit  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  eligibility  for  promotion  all 
service  performed  by  employees  of  the  postal 
service  who  are  transferred  from  one  posi¬ 
tion  to  another  within  the  service;  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 


By  Mr.  CHAVEZ  (by  request)  t 

S.  2374.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Philippine  Re¬ 
habilitation  Act  of  1946;  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  CONNALLY: 

S.  2375.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  carrying  out 
of  the  provisions  of  article  7  of  the  treaty  of 
February  3,  1944,  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico,  regarding  the  joint  development 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Falcon  Dam,  on 
the  Rio  Grande,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

REGISTRATION  OF  MANUFACTURING 
REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
closures  in  the  investigations  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  so-called  5  percenters  has 
revealed  many  of  the  complications  and 
confusions  small -business  men  confront 
in  securing  Government  contracts.  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
which  would  require  the  registration  of 
manufacturing  representatives,  and  to 
set  up  an  Office  of  Contract  Information 
in  the  General  Services  Administration. 

The  bill  (S.  2369)  to  require  persons 
who  obtain  commissions  for  rendering 
assistance  in  the  obtaining  of  Govern-. 

snt  contracts  to  register  with  the  Cop-1 
grass,  and  to  establish  in  the  General 
Services  Administration  an  Office  of  /con¬ 
tract  \Information,  introduced  by  Mr. 
MuNDT/Swas  read  twice  by  its  tide,  and 
referred  Bo  the  Committee  on  Jme  Judi¬ 
ciary.  ^ 

HEARINGS  N^EFORE  COIJMITTEE  ON 

ARMED  SERVICES— ADDITIONAL  EX¬ 
PENDITURES  \  / 

Mr.  TYDINGsNffimftted  the  following 
resolution  (S.  Res.  j(49),  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  CommKtee  on  Rules  and 
Administration : 

Resolved,  That  the  ComVittee  on  Armed 
Services  hereby  is  authorizecNlo  expend  from 
the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate,  during 
the  Eighty-first  Congress,  $10,0(X  in  addition 
to  the  amount,  and  for  the  sarnii  purposes, 
specified  fn  section  134  (a)  of  the  legislative 
Reorganization  Act  approved  August\2,  1946. 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPENdVtHE 

RULE— AMENDMENT  TO  INTERIOR  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma  submitted 
the  following  notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3838) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Interior  De- 1 
partment  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  ( 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  following! 
amendment,  namely:  On  page  6,  in  line  13,  j 
strike  the  figures  "$1,616,115”  and  insert  “$4,-  j 
000,000”;  in  line  14,  strike  the  figures  “$330,- 
000”  and  Insert  “$525,000”;  in  line  21.  strike 
the  figures  “$2,257,905”  and  insert  “$5,000,- 
000”;  and  at  the  end  of  line  21,  strike  the  j 
period,  insert  a  colon,  and  add  the  following:  | 
"Provided,  That  of  the  funds  herein  appro-  j 
priated  for  the  Southwestern  Power  Admin-  > 
istration,  the  sum  of  $2,383,885,  in  cash,  and  { 
the  sum  of  $2,742,095,  in  contract  authority, 
shall  not  be  committed  or  in  any  way  obli¬ 
gated  until  after: 

"(1)  January  1,  1950;  and 

“(2)  Unless  prior  to  said  date  the  follow-  .■ 
ing-named  utility  companies:  Public  Service  5 
Co.,  of  Oklahoma,  an  Oklahoma  corporation;  jj 
Arkansas-Missouri  Power  Co.,  an  Arkansas  • 
corporation;  Arkansas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  an  i 


Arkansas  corporation;  Louisiana  Power 
Light  Co.,  a  Florida  corporation;  the  Empire 
District  Electric  Co.,  a  Kansas  corporat/6n; 
Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co.,  an  Oklalfoma 
corporation;  Southwestern  Gas  &  Electric 
Co.,  a  Delaware  corporation;  Missouri  Public 
Service  Corp.,  a  Delaware  corporation;  Mis¬ 
souri  Utilities  Co.,  a  Missouri  porporation; 
Gulf  States  Utilities  Co.,  a  Texarcorporatlon; 
now  operating  in  the  States  q{  Kansas,  Mis¬ 
souri,  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  Texas,  and  Okla¬ 
homa,  each  refuse  and  faiL  to  execute  a  con¬ 
tract  with  the  United  States  of  America,  rep¬ 
resented  by  the  Southwestern  Power  Admin¬ 
istration,  an  agency  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior;  such  ..-contract  to  provide,  in 
substance,  as  follows:  Said  contracts  to  be 
duplicates  of  the  contract  heretofore  entered 
into  by  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Texas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  for  the  sale, 
purchase,  and  transmission  of  power  and 
electric  energy,  save  such  exceptions  as  are 
set  out  Ijf (a)  and  (b)  and  as  follows: 

“(a)  >5aid  contracts  to  be  subject  only  to 
such  .changes  in  dates,  contracting  parties, 
and/such  additional  modifications  as  may  be 
nu/ftually  agreed  to  by  the  said  parties 
thereto;  and 

r  “(b)  The  rates  for  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  power  and  e’ectric  energy  by  the  respective 
parties  to  be  specified  and  set  out  in  such 
contracts  shall  not  be  higher  for  similar  serv¬ 
ices  than  the  rates  set  out  in  the  said  Texas 
Power  &  Licrht  contract  hereinabove  men¬ 
tioned:  Provided  further.  That  the  said  rates 
so  specified  and  set  out  in  such  contracts 
shall  be  approved  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission:  And  provided  further.  That  when 
the  said  contracts  between  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  said  utility  companies 
mentioned  herein  are  executed  and  deliv¬ 
ered  as  provided  here,  no  transmission  line 
or  lines,  transforming  and  switching  facility 
or  facilities  shall  be  constructed  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  the  area  allocated  to  the  said 
Southwestern  Power  Administration  save 
with  special  funds  appropriated  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  such  line  or  lines  and  the  necessary 
related  facility  or  facilities.” 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma  also  sub¬ 
mitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  him  to  House  bill  3838,  mak¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 

(For  text  of  amendment  referred  to, 

gpp  t)ip  forpymng  rmtira  V.  —  - 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION  TO  SUSPEND  THE 

RULE— AMENDMENTS  TO  FOREIGN  AID 

APPROPRIATION  BILL 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL,  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move 
to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the 
purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830) 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30.  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  following  amendment, 
namely:  Page  4,  line  2,  after  the  word 
“which”,  insert  the  following:  “(1)  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  amount  required  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the 
quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooper¬ 
ation  Administration  budget  justification 
submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  other  financing.” 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  also  submitted  an 
amendment  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
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bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table 
and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  the  amendment  referred 
to,  see  the  foregoing  notice.) 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  notice  in  writing: 

In  accordance  with  rule  XL,  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Buies  of  the  Senate,  I  hereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  my  intention  to  move  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830) 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes,  the  following  amendment, 
namely:  Page  7,  line  14,  after  the  word 
"which”,  insert  the  following:  "(1)  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  amount  required  to  finance  the 
procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  set  out  in  the  Department  of  the  Army 
budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  not  be  available  for  any  other  financing, 
and  (2). 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  also  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making 
appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  ordered  to  lie 
on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(For  text  of  the  amendment  referred 
to,  see  the  foregoing  notice.) 
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(b)  Imposition  of  income  tax  and  compu¬ 
tation  of  income — 

(1)  Technical  amendment:  Section  4  of 
thp  Internal  Revenue  Code  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsec¬ 
tion  reading  as  follows: 

“(m)  Cooperative  corporations — Supple¬ 
ment  V.” 

(2)  Taxation  of  cooperatives:  Chapter  1 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  section  421  a  new  supple¬ 
ment  reading  as  follows: 

‘'SUPPLEMENT  V - COOPERATIVE  CORPORATIONS 

Sec.  431.  Tax  of  cooperative  corporations. 

"(a)  In  general — 

"(1)  Cooperative  corporation:  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  chapter  the  term  ‘cooperative 
corporation’  means  a  corporation  (A)  that 
calls  itself  a  ‘cooperative’  or  ‘co-op,’  or  (B) 
that  represents  to  any  persons  or  classes  of 
persons  which  deal  with  it  that  their  patron¬ 
age  will  or  may  entitle  them  (i)  to  the  pay¬ 
ment,  either  actually  or  constructively,  of 
patronage  dividends,  or  (ii)  to  an  equity  in¬ 
terest  in  any  of  the  corporation’s  assets,  or 
(C)  that  is  otherwise  operated  for  the  mu¬ 
tual  benefit  of  persons  or  classes  of  persons 
that  deal  with  it;  but  such  term  does  not  in¬ 
clude  a  mutual  insurance  company  or  any 
‘corporation  exempt  under  section  101. 
k,  “(2)  Net  income:  In  computing  the  n 
income  of  a  cooperative  corporation  there 
shatj  be  excluded  patronage  dividends^aid 
able  to  patrons,  but  only  if — 

"(AN  The  activities  of  such  corporation 
during  \he  whole  of  the  taxable  .year  did 
not  extend. beyond  (i)  marketing  commodities 
acquired  shjely  from  members/ and  trans¬ 
actions  ordinarily  and  necessarily  incident 


-AMBNPMBNT-— Of* 

CODE— AMENDMENT  RELATING  TO  IN¬ 
COME-TAX  TREATMENT  OF  COOPERA¬ 
TIVES 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President.,  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  me  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3905)  to 
amend  section  3121  of  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code,  and  I  request  that  it  be 
printed  and  lie  on  the  table. 

The  amendment  proposes  to  correct 
certain  inequities  in  our  present  tax  laws 
as  related  to  cooperative  corporations. 
The  additional  amount  of  revenue  which 
the  Treasury  Department  will  derive 
from  the  amendment  will  offset  the  loss 
to  the  Treasury  by  the  repeal  of  the  war¬ 
time  excise  taxes  as  proposed  in  the 
amendment  to  the  same  bill  submitted 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Joh: 
son].  All  Senators  recognize  the 
time  excise  taxes  cannot  be  repeale 
less  the  Treasury  derives  additional  rev¬ 
enue  from  some  source  to  make  up  the 
deficit.  It  is  my  proposal  that^ we  can 
by  taxing  those  who  are  now/baying  no 
taxes  pass  this  saving  on  tmthe  current 
American  taxpayers  by  repealing  some 
of  the  wartime  excise  taxes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment,  together' with  an  explana¬ 
tory  statement,  be  pointed  in  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  received,  printed,  and  lie  on 
the  table,  and;  without  objection,  the 
amendment  and  explanatory  statement 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record, 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Williams  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  — ^Income  tax  treatment  of  cooperative 
corporations. 
ijC)  Repeal  of  exemption  of  cooperatives 
from  income  tax  on  corporations:  Section 
101  (12)  and  (13)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  are  repealed. 


~*fco  such  mark 


or  (ii)  gelling  goods  or 
fng  services  for, 
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poration  of  such  products  so  sold  to  it  fji 
resale. 

"(5)  Patronage  dividend:  For  the  purposes 
of  this  chapter  the  term  ‘patronage  dividend’ 
means  an  allocation  or  a  distribution  paid 
or  payable  (whether  or  not  in  rqeney  and 
whether  described  as  a  refund,  rpfeate,  price 
adjustment,  or  payment  of  a  balance  due 
under  a  marketing  agreement)  to  member 


patrons  or  to  member  and 
trons  on  some  basis  relate, 
or  purchases  from, the  cor 
taxable  year,  if  (A)  the, 
bution  is  conditional 
gins  being  earned  b; 
all  its  operations  o: 


onmember  pa- 
o  their  sales  to 
.ration  during  the 
llocation  or  distri- 
upon  profits  or  mar- 
the  corporation  from 
class  of  its  operations 


commodities  to\  or  perforr 
members,  and  transactions  ordinarily  and 
necessarily  incident  t6  such  sales  or 
services: 

"(B)  The  patronajX  dividends  are  paid 
in  money  exclusively  nSi  later  than  60  days 
after  the  close  of  tf^e  taxShle  year,  and  there 
are  no  conditions  either  precedent  or  sub¬ 
sequent  as  to  trie  applicatioV  or  use  of  such 
money  by  than members; 

“(C)  Sucb^iatronage  dividen?|s  are  derived 
exelusivelj/rom  marketing  comf^odities  ac¬ 
quired  fnem  members,  or  the  salX  of  goods 
or  commodities  to,  or  performance\of  serv¬ 
ices  fpf,  members,  or  from  transactions  ordi- 
and  necessarily  incident  to  such\par- 
g,  sales,  or  services;  and 

Such  patronage  dividends  are  pd 
ro  each  member  solely  on  the  basis  of  thi 
amount  of  commodities  acquired  from  such’ 
member  or  the  amount  of  goods  or  com¬ 
modities  sold  to,  or  services  performed  for, 
such  member,  as  the  case  may  be;  and  are 
not  denied  to  any  member  because  of  the 
limited  extent  of  his  transactions,  or  condi¬ 
tioned  upon  his  retaining  or  presenting  evi¬ 
dences  of  his  transactions. 

"(3)  Gross  receipts:  The  gross  receipts 
from  the  sales  of  goods  or  services  used  in 
computing  the  gross  income  of  a  cooperative 
corporation  shall  be  determined  without  the 
exclusion  or  subtraction  of  any  patronage 
dividends,  paid  or  payable  to  patrons. 

"(4)  Cost  of  products  bought  from  pro¬ 
ducers  :  In  determining  the  cost  to  a  coopera¬ 
tive  corporation  of  products  sold  to  it  by  a 
producer  for  resale  (whether  or  not  in  their 
original  form),  only  amounts  other  than 
patronage  dividends,  paid  or  payable  to  such 
producer  on  account  of  such  sales,  shall  be 
used  in  computing  such  cost  unless  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Commissioner 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  the  cor¬ 
poration  establishes  that  the  application  of 
this  paragraph  would  more  clearly  reflect  in¬ 
come,  in  which  case  the  prevailing  market 
price  on  sales  of  such  products  by  producers, 
or  the  amounts,  including  patronage  divi¬ 
dends,  paid  or  payable  in  money  on  account 
of  such  sales,  whichever  is  the  lesser,  shall 
be  used  in  determining  the  cost  to  the  cor- 


during.  its  fiscal  year,  or  (ii)  upon  income 
attributable  to  the  resale  of  the  producer’s 
product  along  ywith  products  or  a  class  or 
classes  of  products  of  some  other  producers 
less  any  deductions  determination  of  which 
is  within  /he  discretion  of  the  corporation, 
or  (B)  tire  amount  of  the  allocation  or  dis¬ 
tribution  can  be  determined  only  with  refer¬ 
ence  t6  the  amount  of  the  profits,  margins, 
or  income  earned,  or  (C)  the  amount  of  the 
allocation  or  distribution  can  be  determined 
y  after  declaration  or  payment  of  divi- 
ends  on  any  class  of  stock  of  the  corpora¬ 
tion  or  only  after  the  fixing  of  sums  to  be 
transferred  to  capital,  reserves,  or  surplus. 

.“(6)  Member  of  cooperative  corporation: 
For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter,  a  person 
shall  be  considered  a  member  of  a  coopera¬ 
tive  corporation  only  if  such  person  is  en¬ 
titled  to  exercise  voting  rights  and  meets 
such  requirements  for  membership  as  are 
prescribed  by  the  cooperative.” 

(c)  Information  returns  required  of  co¬ 
operatives:  The  Internal  Revenue  Code  is 
amended  by  inserting  between  sections  148 
and  149  a  new  section  as  follows:  ’ 

“Sec.  143A.  Information  by  cooperatives. 

“(a)  Payments  of  patronage  dividends,  re¬ 
funds,  or  rebates:  Every  association  organ¬ 
ized  and  operated  as  a  cooperative  shall, 
when  required  by  the  Commissioner,  render 
a  correct  return,  duly  verified  under  oath, 
of  its  payments  of  patronage  dividends,  re¬ 
bates,  or  refunds,  stating  the  name  and 
address  of  each  member  in  the  association, 
and  the  amount  of  payments  paid  to  each 
member  and  patron. 

“(b)  Accumulated  earnings  and  profits: 
When  requested  by  the  Commissioner,  every 
association  organized  and  operated  as  a  co¬ 
operative  shall  forward  to  him  a  correct 
statement  of  accumulated  earnings  and 
profits,  including  patronage  dividends,  re¬ 
bates'  or  refunds  allocated  to,  but  not  paid 
cash  to,  members  and  patrons,  and  the 
wnes  and  addresses  of  members  and  patrons 
wm  would  be  entitled  to  the  same  if  divided 
or  (Nstributed,  and  the  amounts  that  would 
be  payable  to  each.’’ 

(d)  taxable  years  to  which  applicable: 
The  ameimments  and  repeals  made  by  this 
section  shaU  be  applicable  only  with  respect 
to  taxable  years  beginning  after  December 
31,  1948. 

The  explane^ory  statement  presented 
by  Mr.  Willi  amsus  as  follows: 
Explanation  by  Senator  Williams  op  Pro¬ 
posed  Amendment  yo  H.  R.  3905  Relating 
to  Income-Tax  Treatment  of  Cooperatives 

I.  IN  GENE 

Section  101  (12)  of  the  internal  Revenue 
Code  exempts  from  the  income  tax  on  cor¬ 
porations,  farmers’  fruit  growers,  or  like  as¬ 
sociations  organized  and  operated  on  a  co¬ 
operative  basis  for  the  purpose  oXnarketing 
the  products  of  members  or  other  producers, 
and  turning  back  to  them  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales,  less  necessary  expenses,  or  for  thW  pur¬ 
pose  of  purchasing  supplies  and  equipment 
for  the  use  of  members  or  other  persons'. at 
cost  plus  necessary  expenses.  The  exemj 
tion  is  not  denied  to  such  an  association  be¬ 
cause  it  (1)  issues  capital  stock,  provided  the 
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Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1250)  to 
amend  the  Institute  of  Inter-American 
Affairs  Act,  approved  August  5,  1947, 
which  were  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  Institute  of  Inter-American  Af¬ 
fairs,  created  by  Public  Law  369,  Eightieth 
Congress,  shall  have — 

(a)  Succession  until  June  30,  1956;  and 

(b)  Authority,  within  the  limits  of  funds 
appropriated  or  specific  contract  authoriza¬ 
tions  hereafter  granted  to  it,  to  make  con¬ 
tracts  for  periods  not  to  exceed  5  years  and 
not  to  extend  beyond  june  30,  1955,  in  any 
case. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  out  of  any  KR(ney  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums, 
not  to  exceed  $40,000,000,  as  ‘fijay  from  time 
to  time  be  necessary  to  carry  onsthe  activities 
of  the  Institute  during  the  period  ending 
June  30,  1955,  and  the  appropriations  hereby 
authorized  shall  be  in  addition  th  appro¬ 
priations  pursuant  to  authorizations  granted 
in  Public  Law  369,  Eightieth  CongreiT 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  re? 
“An  act  extending  the  Institute  of  Inter 
American  Affairs.” 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  disagree  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House,  ask  a  conference  with  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  McMahon, 
Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr.  Wiley, 
and  Mr.  Lodge  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

PROSPECTIVE  CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a 
number  of  Senators  are  inquiring  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  the  majority  leader  intends 
to  have  the  calendar  called  any  time 
this  week.  I  wonder  if  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  can  give  us  any  infor¬ 
mation  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
we  can  reach  a  call  of  the  calendar  some 
time  this  week — possibly  following  the 
disposition  of  the  pending  measure. 
MESSAGE  OF  GOVERNOR  STAINBACK  OF 

HAWAII  TO  THE  LEGISLATURE  OF  THE 

TERRITORY  OF  HAWAII 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in,  the 
body  of  the  Record  the  message  of  Hon. 
Ingram  M.  Stainback,  Governor  of  Ha¬ 
waii,  to  the  Twenty-fifth  Legislature, 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  Special  Segfeion,  1949. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  message 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  / 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  members 
of  the  twenty-fifth  legislature,  I  regret  that 
It  is  necessary  to  convene  you  so  soon  after 
your  recent  adjournment.  Only  the  most 
urgent  necessity' has  induced  this  call.  Ap¬ 
parently  only  Allis  legislature  can  bring  an 
end  to  the  present  progressive  paralysis  of 
our  econor 

Hawaii/as  you  well  know,  is  absolutely  de- 
pendent’upon  shipping.  Our  very  economio 
life  depends  upon  keeping  trade  moving  reg¬ 
ularly  without  disruption  because  of  dis¬ 
agreements  between  management  and  labor. 

/On  this  87th  day  of  the  stevedoring  strike, 
the  attitude  of  the  parties  is  such  that  no 


early  solution  can  be  seen  other  than 
through  new  legislation. 

This  dock  strike  is  unique  in  Hawaii,  and 
in  America.  No  other  labor  dispute,  here 
or  on  the  Mainland,  can  take  place  in  which 
the  actions  of  so  few  are  so  disastrous  to 
so  may. 

Except  for  food,  medicines,  and  other  high¬ 
ly  critical  supplies,  no  ocean-borne  com¬ 
merce  has  entered  the  Territory  during  this 
period.  There  have  been  no  exports  what¬ 
ever  of  sugar,  pineapples,  and  other  com¬ 
modities.  We  are  now  in  the  height  of  the 
harvesting  season  for  both  sugar  and  pine¬ 
apples.  Some  300,000  tons,  one-third  of  Ha¬ 
waii’s  sugar  crop,  are  now  stored  in  ware¬ 
houses,  and  plantations  will  soon  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  shut  down  harvesting  because  of 
lack  of  space  to  store  sugar. 

When  the  people  on  the  Mainland  fail  to 
get  our  products,  they  don’t  go  without. 
Mainland  people  are  getting  plenty  of  sugar 
while  ours  has  been  piling  up  in  local  ware¬ 
houses.  Sugar  has  been  moving  to  the 
Pacific  Coast  from  Cuba  and  Puerto  Rico  for 
the  first  time  in  history.  Mainland  people 
are  also  getting  plenty  of  canned  fruit.  They 
are  getting  pineapples  from  Mexico  and 
Cuba,  and  when  they  can’t  get  canned  pine¬ 
apples  they  eat  other  canned  fruit. 

Further,  many  of  the  plantations  have 
factically  exhausted  their  credit,  as  have 
ty  small  businesses  of  the  Territory,  and 
unites  relief  comes  soon,  many  of  our  en- 
terpftses  will  be  forced  out  of  business. 

ThisSnrolonged  strike  has  wrought  lncal- 
cuable  damage  to  the  whole  economy  of  the 
Territory  A  Wages  have  been  cut,  employees 
dismissed,  Tjusinesses  closed  or  threatened 
with  closingXpiemployment  is  growing,  and 
today  it  is  estimated  that  some  12  percent 
of  the  total  labtjj  force  in  the  Territory  is 
unemployed. 

One  of  the  best  pfteis  that  we  have  counted 
on  for  the  expanslo^  of  our  economy,  for 
the  creation  of  more  Mid  better  jobs  in  the 
Territory,  has  been  thdt  proposed  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  tourist  business.  However,  this 
strike  has  already  created  an  impression  on 
the  Mainland  that  Hawaii  is  a  bad  place 
to  which  to  pome,  a  difficult  pi^ce  to  get  out 
of,  and  a  place  of  turmoil,  disorder,  and  vio- 
lence.  We  will  have  to  work  yearSsfo  correct 
this  impression. 

The  stevedoring  strike  commenced!^  mid¬ 
night,  April  30,  just  as  you  were  adjourning 
the  twenty-fifth  session  of  the  legislature. 
The  sole  issue  is  whether  wages  should  Tee 
-increased  under  an  existing  contract  whicJ 
expires  next  March  but  has  a  wage  reopen¬ 
ing  provision.  Long  before  the  strike,  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  employers  and  employees 
had  been  negotiating  to  settle  their  differ¬ 
ences,  and  a  representative  of  the  United 
States  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service 
had  been  in  Honolulu  for  some  time  to  assist 
them  in  their  efforts. 

Shortly  after  the  strike  commenced,  when 
negotiations  appeared  to  be  lagging,  I  had 
separate;  talks  with  representatives  of  both 
parties  and  convinced  them  that  in  the 
public  Interest  they  should  resume  collective 
bargaining.  At  intervals  throughout  the 
strike,  attempts  have  been  made  repeatedly 
by  the  Commissioners  of  the  United  States 
Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  and  by 
myself  personally  to  induce  the  parties  to 
agree  upon  some  fair  basis  of  settlement  and 
to  encourage  further  efforts  at  collective  bar¬ 
gaining. 

Immediately  upon  outbreak  of  the  strike, 
I  had  conferences  with  the  Commander  of 
the  Pacific  Fleet  to  obtain  the  assistance  of 
Government  vessels  for  essential  foods  and 
vital  necessities.  I  was  promised,  and  we 
have  been  given,  the  utmost  cooperation  by 
the  naval  and  military  authorities.  How¬ 
ever,  only  surplus  space  on  Government  ves¬ 
sels  has  been  allotted  for  such  shipment 


of  necessities,  and  there  Is  no  assurance  as 
to  how  long  and  to  what  extent  such  sur¬ 
plus  cargo  space  will  continue. 

On  May  25,  when  it  was  apparent  that  the 
strike  might  be  prolonged  so  as  to  cause 
shortages  in  food  and  other  vital  necessities, 

I  appointed  an  Emergency  Food  Committee 
for  the  purpose  of  assuring  a  continued  sup¬ 
ply  of  food,  medicines,  and  other  critical  com¬ 
modities.  This  committee  has  acted 
promptly  and  efficiently.  Up  to  the  present 
time  10  relief  ships  have  arrived  and  have 
been  unloaded.  However,  I  must  point  out 
to  you  that  such  shipments  meet  only  a 
small  percentage  of  the  normal  needs  of  the 
Territory  and  do  not  permit  the  movement 
of  any  products  from  the  Territory.  Further 
there  is  no  legislative  enactment  which  gives 
this  committee  legal  status. 

On  June  IS,  after  I  had  been  advisee!  by 
the  Commissioners  of  the  United  States  Me¬ 
diation  and  Conciliation  Service  and  was 
convinced  by  my  own  experience  that  all 
reasonable  efforts  for  mediation  had  been 
tried  find  failed,  I  exercised  the  only  statu¬ 
tory  power  that  I  had  by  appointing  an 
emergency  board  of  5  disinterested  persons 
to  investigate  the  controversy  and  to  make 
a  report  thereon,  together  with  their  recom¬ 
mendations.  In  an  effort  to  assure  that  the 
board’s  recommendations  would  be  accept¬ 
able  to  the  parties  and  also  to  assure  that 
the  board  would  be  composed  of  fair  and 
disinterested  persons,  I  appointed  5  able  men, 
each  of  whom  had  been,  in  prior  proceedings, 
named  as  an  acceptable  arbitrator  to  man¬ 
agement  and  labor  in  settlements  of  dis¬ 
putes  arising  out  of  contracts  between  the 
very  union  to  which  these  employees  belong 
and  business  interests  in  the  Territory. 

This  board  devoted  considerable  time  to 
the  taking  of  testimony,  considering  the 
same,  and  filing  its  report  and  recommenda¬ 
tions.  It  recommended  that  the  stevedores 
go  back  to  work  upon  being  given  a  raise 
of  14  cents  per  hour.  The  employers,  after 
protesting  that  the  raise  was  not  warranted, 
argeed  to  accept  the  recommendation,  but 
the  employees  rejected  the  same,  and  matters 
have  been  at  a  standstill  since,  the  employees 
insisting  upon  32  cents  an  hour  or  arbitra¬ 
tion  of  the  wage  dispute,  and  the  employers 
insisting  that  the  question  can  only  be  solved 
by  collective  bargaining. 

The  Executive  branch  of  your  government 
has  exhausted  every  possible  avenue  to  se¬ 
cure  settlement  of  this  dispute.  Our  Na¬ 
tional  Government  has  told  us,  both  through 
the  executive  and  legislative  branches,  that 
this  is  a  local  matter  for  us  to  settle  here. 
^The  problem  then  is  squarely  up  to  this  legis¬ 
lature  to  enact  the  laws  that  will  permit 
t Irk  Territorial  Government  to  end  this  strike 
andNo  protect  the  people  of  Hawaii  against 
a  repetition. 

At  the  last  session  of  the  legislature,  in 
my  message,  I  told  you  that  I  considered  it 
desirable  \p  strengthen  the  public  utility 
labor  acts  rq  give  greater  protection  to  the 
public,  thatNour  law  providing  for  media¬ 
tion  and  fact-ffnding  procedure  had  not  been 
wholly  successful.  I  also  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  in  aSnumber  of  States,  strikes 
in  public  utilities  whose  operation  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  health  andNgafety,  are  absolutely 
forbidden. 

I  recommended  that  fte  take  steps  where¬ 
by  we  could  prevent  strikes  that  endangered 
the  health  and  safety  of  xhe  Territory.  I 
wish  to  repeat  that  recommendation,  and 
urge  that  a  strengthened  publih,  utility  labor 
act  be  extended  to  cover  stevedoring  com¬ 
panies. 

While  serious  questions  of  labor  and  man¬ 
agement  are  involved  in  this  dispute,  the 
greater  question  is  the  protection  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  as  a  whole  from  the  hardships  that  exist 
when  the  lifeline  of  the  Territory  is  cut,  as 
it  has  been  these  last  three  months. 
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Legislation  in  itself  has  never  created  good 
labor-management  relations.  While  injunc¬ 
tions  and  cooling-off  periods  may  delay 
strikes,  they  do  not  necessarily  prevent  them. 
Some  Ol  you  have  discussed  with  me  a  num¬ 
ber  of  bHjs,  many  of  which  may  be  helpful 
and  desindfle.  But  we  should  take  no 
chance  on  she  effectiveness  of  new  lav/s  to 
be  enacted  tcNgolve  our  problems.  We  must 
insure  continued  operation  of  shipping.  We 
cannot  do  that  Unless  the  Government  itself 
takes  over  the  stevedoring  operations  with  U 
its  own  employees  \  is  empowered  to  do  so  j 
whenever  the  necessity  arises. 

In  recommending  toVou  Government  op-  } 
eration  of  our  docks,  meet  of  which  are  al-  i 
ready  owned  by  the  Territory,  and  of  all  j 
stevedoring  activities,  I  aiflvnot  unmindful  I 
of  the  questions  that  arise  Nn  considering  [ 
expanding  of  governmental  activities.  For 
those  who  see  in  Government  operation  of ' 
our  piers  and  longshore  activity  ^threat  to 
private  enterprise,  I  submit  that  there  is  a 
far  greater  threat  to  private  enterprise  in 
this  Territory  if  these  operations  are  nbt  im¬ 
mediately  resumed  and  kept  functioning. 
On  the  other  hand,  for  those  who  would 
challenge  Government  operation  as  a  methodj 
of  union  busting,  I  point  out  that  the  wel-' 
fare  of  half  a  million  people  of  Hawaii  is ; 
more  important  than  the  interests  of  a  rel-  j 
atively  small  group  of  workers,  and,  further, 
that  if  the  economic  life  of  the  Territory  is 
destroyed,  the  position  of  the  workman, 
union  on  non-union,  will  be  poor  indeed. : 
Employer  and  employee  are  members  of  one  j 
body.  If  labor  is  the  hands,  and  manage¬ 
ment  the  head  of  Hawaii’s  economic  life, 
ocean-going  transportation  is  the  jugular , 
vein.  If  that  is  cut,  both  hands  and  head  { 
are  sure  to  perish. 

Stevedoring  operations  in  island  commu¬ 
nities  2,000  miles  away  from  the  nearest 
mainland  port  are  a  public  utility  in  every 
sense  of  the  word.  The  free  and  uninter¬ 
rupted  flow  of  commerce  to  and  from  the ' 
mainland  and  world  ports  is  vital  to  the  f 
people  of  Hawaii.  Public  ownership  or  pub-  ' 
lie  operation  is  not  new  in  American  democ¬ 
racy.  The  welfare  of  the  people  of  Hawaii, 
demands  that  their  government  now  take 
steps  not  only  to  end  this  strangulation  of 
our  economy,  but  to  protect  them  from  fu¬ 
ture  threats  of  continued  labor-management 
difficulties  in  our  dock  operations. 

If  you  should  not  be  willing  to  take  this 
step  and  provide  for  public  operation  of 
stevedoring  in  Hawaii,  which  I  believe  to  be . 
the  soundest  solution  to  this  problem,  at  a 
minimum  you  should  provide  for  a  specific 
and  definite  means  for  ending  this  strike 
forthwith  and  preventing  future  ones.  I» 
this  connection,  I  again  call  your  attention 
to  the  action  of  some  15  States  that  prohibit 
strikes  in  certain  public  utilities  essential  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  the  community. 

The  threat  has  been  made  by  certann  labor  ; 
leaders,  both  in  the  press  and  by  carole  to  me, ; 
that  if  this  Territory  has  the  audacity  to  op-  | 
erate  stevedoring  on  its  own  docks  and  with  . 
its  own  labor,  this  Territorj^nll  be  block¬ 
aded  by  a  refusal  to  unload  sjnch  cargo  on  the 
coast.  I  am  authoritatively  advised  that  any 
such  attempt  will  be  a  du4ct  violation  of  the  .< 
Federal  Labor  Relatione  Act,  and  we  have  1 
every  right  to  expect, >md  I  am  confident  we 
will  secure,  the  fuiysupport  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  prevent  this  violation  of  its  I 
laws  and  attempted  economic  strangulation 
of  this  Territory; 

Doubtless  yofa  have  been  and  will  be  un¬ 
der  intense Apolitical  and  group  pressure. 
You  will  not*  be  able  to  please  all.  It  is  very 
likely  tha^'any  bills  you  may  pass  will  prob¬ 
ably  contain  certain  features  distasteful  to  1 
both  parties  to  this  dispute.  I  am  confident 
that  you  will  let  neither  pressure  of,  nor  vin- 
dictiveness  against,  any  group  influence  your  j 
action,  but  that  you  will  be  guided  solely  by  < 
the  interests  of  the  public  as  a  whole. 


In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  give  you  assur¬ 
ance  of  my  wholehearted  cooperation  and  i 
that  of  the  executive  departments  of  the  Ter-  j 
ritorial  government,  I  wish  to  remind  you  | 
that  we  will  always  welcome  consultation  j 
with  you,  and  hope  that  you  may  have  a  ; 
speedy  and  successful  termination  of  your  j 
labors. 

Ingram  M.  Stainback, 

Governor  of  Hawaii. 

July  26,  1S49. _  } 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
feel  that  at  this  time  I  should  make  a 
statement  to  the  Senate  concerning  the 
ECA  bill.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  am 
given  to  too  much  talking  or  not.  I 
do  not  believe  I  am.  I  am  not  going  to 
talk  a  great  while  about  it,  but  I  wish 
to  explain  the  bill  in  a  general  way. 

The  bill  has  been  before  the  Senate 
committee  for  several  months.  I  do  not 
suppose  that  any  bill  in  the  history  of 
the  Senate  has  ever  had  more  attention 
than  this  bill  has  had  from  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  of  the  Senate.  I 
hold  in  my  hand  the  printed  hearings, 
consisting  of  more  than  1,000  pages  of 
testimony.  The  committee  went  into  the 
subject  in  the  minutest  detail,  and  heard 
all  witnesses  who  wanted  to  be  heard. 
The  committee  reported  the  bill  to  the 
Senate,  and  it  was  debated  for  several 
days.  It  was  recommitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  because  there  was  legislation  in 
the  bill.  My  friend  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Connally]  says  there  still  is. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  that 
remark  was  off  the  record. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  know  it  was,  but 
I  shall  put  it  on  the  record.  I  think  that 
is  the  proper  place  for  it. 

The  bill  as  it  came  from  the  House  was 
about  nine-tenths  legislation  and  about 
one-tenth  appropriations.  It  contained 
all  kinds  of  legislation  exempting  the 
ECA  from  the  many  laws  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  heretofore  enacted  governing 
the  careful  administration  of  financial 
matters  in  the  departments.  It  virtually 
turned  this  immense  sum  of  money  over 
to  the  ECA  Administration  to  dispose  of 
as  it  saw  fit. 

The  Senate  committee  did  add  some 
legislation  to  the  bill.  Before  I  come 
to  that  particular  legislation,  I  wish  to 
say  first  that  as  we  all  recall,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agreed  to  certain  amendments.  We 
agreed  to  the  amendment  known  as  the 
McClellan  amendment.  We  agreed  to 
the  “watchdog  committee”  amendment. 
Let  me  say  a  word  about  that-.  That  was 
a  very  proper  amendment.  That  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  fine  work,  and  I  believe 
everyone  will  agree  that  that  amend¬ 
ment  should  have  gone  into  the  bill. 

In  the  next  place,  the  Senate  restored 
to  the  Administrator  $74,000,000  which 
had  been  eliminated  by  the  committee. 

I  was  opposed  to  that  amendment,  but, 
of  course,  I  accepted  it  when  the  Senate 
passed  upon  it. 

That  much  was  accomplished  by  the 
Senate.  The  next  thing  the  Senate  did, 
and  the  most  important  thing  of  all,  I 
believe,  was  that  it  accepted  the  gross 


amount  of  the  appropriation  which  had 
been  fixed  by  the  committee.  That 
amount  was  $3,628,380,000.  I  was  very 
happy  that  the  Senate  accepted  that 
amount.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senate  in 
all  frankness  that  that  amount  was  not 
the  amount  which  I  originally  favored. 

I  favored  a  cut  in  this  appropriation  of 
about  $800,000,000.  I  thought  it  would 
be  wise.  I  thought  it  would  be  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  taxpayers,  who  include 
everyone.  The  laboring  man  and  the 
farmer  pay  taxes,  just  as  the  rich  man 
pays  taxes.  We  all  pay  taxes. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  If  the  Senator  will 
be  good  enough  to  wait  a  little  while,  I 
shall  undertake  to  answer  any  questions 
which  Senators  may  wish  to  ask.  Let 
me  make  this  statement  of  the  history 
of  what  was  done. 

Those  three  things  were  the  outstand¬ 
ing  things  which  had  been  done  when  the 
bill  went  back  to  the  committee.  The 
committee  had  to  consider  it  anew,  and 
it  did  consider  it  anew,  and  reported  the 
bill.  The  committee  reported  those 
things  to  which  the  Senate  had  agreed, 
just  as  the  Senate  had  agreed  to  them; 
and  at  the  proper  time  I  shall  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  amendments 
upon  which  we  have  already  acted  be 
accepted  as  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  do  not  see  how  any  Senator  could 
possibly  object.  For  example,  the  $74,- 
000,000  restoration  did  not  meet  with  my 
approval,  but  it  met  with  the  approval  of 
the  Senate,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing 
that  it  should  go  in  the  bill.  I  think  it 
ought  to  go  in  the  bill,  because  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  passed  upon  the  question. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  amount  which 
was  appropriated.  It  did  not  meet  with 
my  entire  approval,  but  that  was  all 
right.  The  Senate  passed  upon  it,  and 
it  ought  to  be  done. 

Let  us  consider  another  step  the  com¬ 
mittee  took.  Three  other  items  which 
were  stricken  out  as  a  result  of  points 
of  order  on  the  ground  that  they  con¬ 
tained  legislation  are  reported  in  the  bill 
as  it  is  now  before  the  Senate,  and  I  wish 
to  call  attention  to  them.  The  first  of 
those  items  is  the  amendment  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  purchase  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  products  by  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  and  the  Department 
of  the  Army.  That  is  commonly  known 
as  the  McClellan  amendment.  As  all  of 
us  know,  it  was  very  actively  supported 
and  strongly  opposed.  I  think  that 
amendment  should  be  adopted. 

Here  we  are  about  to  give  to  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  enormous  sums  of 
money.  Let  me  at  this  point  quote 
Prime  Minister  Attlee  of  Great  Britain, 
in  this  connection.  The  other  day  he 
made  a  speech  in  answer  to  Mr.  Church¬ 
ill;  and  in  the  course  of  his  speech  he 
said,  with  a  great  deal  of  pride,  it  seemed 
to  me: 

We  did  give  aid  to  other  countries — 

He  meant  since  the  war,  just  as  we 
have  been  doing — 
to  the  tune  of  900,000,000  pounds. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  $3,600,000,000. 
During  that  time  we  have  given  to  Great 
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Britain  approximately  $5,000,000,000,  in 
round  numbers.  Mr.  Attlee  says  that 
during  the  same  time  Britain  has  given 
to  other  nations  $3,600,000,000.  Of 
course,  I  do  not  know  whether  she  re¬ 
ceived  bonds  or  notes,  in  exchange,  from 
the  other  countries  or  whether  she  was 
giving  them  that  money  just  as  we  are 
doing,  giving  it  to  them  for  nothing.  At 
any  rate,  while  Britain  was  giving 
$3,600,000,000  to  other  countries,  she  was 
receiving  as  gifts  from  the  United  States 
approximately  $5,000, 000, 000-plus. 

I  think  I  should  state  here  that  it  was 
reported  by  Mr.  Hoffman  that  Britain 
has  balanced  her  budget  or  has  sub¬ 
stantially  done  so.  Of  course  our  budget 
is  not  balanced.  At  the  present  time, 
with  our  budget  unbalanced,  with  our 
public  debt  totaling  the  enormous  sum 
of  $252,000,000,000,  if  our  farmers  have 
on  hand  surplus  agricultural  products 
which  they  cannot  sell,  and  when  our 
Government  is  called  upon,  as  it  is,  to 
give  these  enormous  sums  of  money  to 
foreign  countries  under  these  conditions, 
is  it  not  reasonable,  fair,  and  just  for 
us  to  include  in  this  bill  a  provision  that 
where  agricultural  products,  of  which 
American  farmers  have  a  surplus,  are 
required  by  the  beneficiary  countries  a 
portion  of  our  gifts  to  them  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  such  agricultural  surpluses? 
Is  there  anything  unfair  about  that? 
Is  there  anything  unjustified  about  that? 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  McClellan 
amendment  is  a  proper  amendment.  I 
voted  for  it  in  the  committee,  and  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  vote  for  it  in  the  Senate.  I  shall 
do  so  with  but  one  desire  in  the  world, 
and  that  is  to  do  the  right  thing.  As 
I  regard  our  situation,  we  are  trustees 
for  the  people.  I  have  always  regarded 
the  office  of  Senator  as  suoh;  and  when 
I  was  in  the  House  of  Representatives, 
I  regarded  the  office  of  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  as  primarily  a 
trusteeship  for  those  who  elected  the 
Members  of  that  body,  and  generally  for 
all  the  people  of  the  United  States,  as 
we  deal  with  legislation.  I  feel  that  we 
are  trustees. 

I  believe  it  to  be  our  duty,  in  manag¬ 
ing  our  country’s  foreign  affairs,  *to  be 
fair  and  just  to  other  nations,  but  at  the 
same  time  to  be  fair  and  just  to  our  own 
people.  Our  farmers  pay  taxes  to  the 
Federal  Government,  although  indirectly 
in  many  cases,  of  course.  Our  laboring 
people  to  the  same.  All  our  people 
pay  taxes  to  the  Federal  Government. 
Therefore,  we  should  consider  all  our 
people  in  passing  upon  legislation.  We 
are  sent  here  to  legislate  for  all  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  for  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States.  So  it  seems  to  me 
that,  in  an  good  conscience,  although  we 
should  be  helpful  to  foreign  nations  and 
should  be  kind  and  considerate  to  them, 
and  I  wish  to  do  so,  yet  at  the  same  time 
we  should  be  fair  and  just  to  our  own 
people.  That  is  exactly  what  the  Mc¬ 
Clellan  amendment  will  do. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  tremendously  in¬ 
terested  while  sitting  here  yesterday  dur¬ 
ing  the  session  which  lasted  for  6  or  7 
hours  to  hear  learned  discussions  in  re¬ 
gard  to  adding  a  few  more  employees, 
where  they  are  needed,  or  in  regard  to 
raising  the  salaries  of  some  Government 
clerks,  where  that  is  needed.  In  those 


cases  the  amounts  involved  were  com¬ 
paratively  nothing  from  a  governmental 
standpoint.  Yet  today,  with  an  already 
existing  public  debt  of  $252,000,000,000, 
it  is  proposed  to  make  these  lavish  ap¬ 
propriations  of  billions  of  dollars  for  for¬ 
eign  aid  without  limit,  without  any  laws 
governing  the  expenditure  of  these  vast 
sums.  Mr.  President,  why  are  we  doing 
it?  I  am  wondering  why.  It  is  incompre¬ 
hensible  to  me  that  we  should  make  these 
gifts  without  limitation.  Of  course,  I  am 
perfectly  confident  that  there  is  not  a 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  believes  these 
gifts  will  ever  be  returned  to  us  in  any 
manner,  shape,  or  form.  They  are  gifts. 
The  committee  does  provide  in  this  meas¬ 
ure,  I  believe,  that  $150,000,000  is  to  be 
loaned,  but  I  am  not  sure  whether  that 
amendment  will  be  adopted.  But  most 
of  this  money,  as  we  all  know,  represents 
gifts.  Under  those  circumstances  the 
committee  inquired  into  the  matter  and 
went  into  every  detail  of  it.  Most  elab¬ 
orate  proof  was  heard  on  the  subject. 
The  committee  concluded  that  at  the 
same  time  we  were  making  these  gifts 
we  ought  to  be  fair  and  just  to  our  own 
people  and  look  after  their  interests  as 
well.  That  is  all  I  can  say  about  that 
feature  of  the  case. 

What  is  the  next  amendment?  It  has 
been  said  we  brought  back  the  same 
amendment.  In  substance  it  is  the  same 
amendment.  But  what  did  the  commit¬ 
tee  do?  I  am  not  speaking  as  a  parlia¬ 
mentarian;  I  do  not  claim  to  be  an  expert 
parliamentarian;  I  am  merely  one  of  96 
Senators,  but  I  am  talking  to  parliamen¬ 
tarians.  We  were  very  careful  to  call  in 
the  distinguished  and  splendid  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  of  the  Senate.  I  pause  to  say 
I  do  not  believe  any  legislative  body  ever 
had  a  better  parliamentarian  than 
Charlie  Watkins.  We  called  in  our  leg¬ 
islative  counsel  and  we  went  over  with 
them  the  three  amendments  we  have  re¬ 
ported  back  about  which  Senators  hear 
so  much  said  to  the  effect  that  they  are 
the  same  as  those  in  the  bill  as  originally 
repored.  We  again  reported  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  which  I  have  just  referred, 
known  as  the  McClellan  amendment,  and 
we  reported  two  others. 

The  next  is  the  amendment  relative  to 
granting  assistance  to  Spain.  Perhaps 
it  is  unnecessary,  but  I  should  like  to  tell 
my  fellow  members  that  I  am  not  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  religious  question.  I  am 
what  is  called  in  my  section  of  the  coun¬ 
try  an  old-scliool  Presbyterian.  I  do  not 
know  that  any  member  of  my  family  was 
ever  a  member  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
but  I  have  the  greatest  veneration,  ad¬ 
miration,  and  esteem  for  that  church. 
The  members  of  that  church  are  as  fine 
people  as  there  are  in  the  world,  and 
Catholicism  is  the  religion  of  Spain.  I 
do  not  hold  that  against  Spain.  But  it 
is  said  Spain  has  a  government  which  is 
not  democratic.  There  are  many  other 
governments  which  are  not  democratic 
which  are  using  our  money.  Why  should 
we  single  out  Spain?  Under  the  advice 
of  Mr.  Watkins  and  our  legal  counsel  we 
made  a  limitation  as  to  Spain.  Sena¬ 
tors  can  vote  it  up  or  vote  it  down.  My 
interest  in  it  is  the  interest  of  America. 

I  have  never  been  in  a  foreign  busi¬ 
ness  of  any  kind,  but  I  asked  some  of 
the  business  men  at  Memphis  who  had 
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dealings  with  Spain,  who  had  sold  to 
Spain  products  like  tobacco  and  cotton, 
and  they  said  Spain  had  paid  for  them 
in  every  instance,  that  her  credit  was 
good,  that  the  Spainards  paid  their 
debts.  Under  those  circumstances,  and 
particularly  since  Spain  is  behind  the 
Pyrenees,  so  to  speak,  so  far  as  we  are 
concerned,  she  might  be  very  helpful  to 
us  at  some  time  if  we  got  into  trouble — 
the  committee  reported  the  amendment. 
I  am  not  at  all  interested  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  except  as  a  citizen  of  this  Republic 
and  as  a  man  who  wants  to  be  fair  and 
just  to  all  nations.  Spain,  undemocratic 
as  she  is,  is  no  more  undemocratic  than 
certain  other  nations  with  whom  we  deal 
every  day.  So,  speaking  for  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  committee,  I  express  the  hope 
that  the  amendment  will  be  adopted.  I 
am  told  it  is  in  order.  I  have  heard  it 
is  to  be  made  the  subject  of  parliamen¬ 
tary  action  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
legislation  on  an  appropriation  bill  and 
should  be  stricken  from  the  bill,  but  I 
hope  it  will  not  be.  As  I  say,  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  such  matters,  but  I  merely 
feel  that  the  limitations  provided  in  the 
two  amendments  I  have  mentioned 
should  be  in  the  bill. 

The  third  amendment  we  put  back — 
and  there  are  only  three — would  prevent 
the  use  by  a  participating  country  of 
local  counterpart  funds  in  cases  where 
the  country  has  failed  to  comply  with  the 
treaties  of  the  United  States.  Why  is 
not  that  a  perfectly  fair  limitation?  Let 
us  consider  it  for  a  moment.  Ever  since 
I  have  been  in  the  Senate — and  that  has 
been  several  years — we  have  fought  for 
freedom  of  trade.  We  have  fought 
against  what  are  known  as  bilateral 
agreements  between  nations  which  would 
injure  the  trade  of  the  United  States. 
And  yet  such  agreements  are  being  made 
to  the  injury  of  our  own  people.  Why  in 
the  name  of  heaven  should  an  American 
legislature  vote  in  favor  of  bilateral 
agreements  and  against  the  position  we 
have  maintained  for  generations?  I  am 
not  sure,  and  I  would  have  to  verify  this, 
but  I  think  there  was  in  the  platform  of 
both  parties  a  plank  favoring  multi¬ 
lateral  trade  agreements  and  not  bi¬ 
lateral  trade  agreements.  I  believe  our 
Parliamentarian  was  right,  I  believe  our 
legislative  counsel  was  right,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  our  committee  was  right  in  holding 
that  these  provisions  were  limitations  on 
the  appropriation  and  should  be  adopted. 
Mind  you,  Mr.  President,  there  are  only 
three  of  them.  There  have  been  some 
improvements  in  the  language,  but  the 
only  three  amendments  of  any  conse¬ 
quence  are  the  three  I  have  mentioned. 
Ordinarily  those  three  amendments 
would  be  adopted  by  the  Senate  by 
unanimous  consent.  If  it  were  not  that 
this  particular  bill  has  gotten  into  a 
situation  where  strange  things  are  being 
done,  those  three  amendments  ordinarily 
would  be  adopted  without  a  word  by  the 
Senate. 

I  come  to  the  next  proposition:  The 
committee  has  inserted  a  provision  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Administrator  of  ECA — 
not  taking  anything  out  of  his  hands  at 
all,  but  merely  authorizing  him — to  bor¬ 
row  $150,000,000  from  the  Treasury  to 
use  as  loans  under  the  program.  By  the 
way,  that  is  legislation,  and  that  must 
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receive  a  two-thirds  majority.  That  will 
be  offered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  It 
is  not  in  the  bill,  and  it  will  be  necessary 
to  obtain  a  two-thirds  majority  for  it. 

Then  comes  the  amendment  directing 
the  use  of  counterpart  funds  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  giving  publicity,  through  the 
press,  radio,  and  all  other  available 
means,  to  the  assistance  being  furnished 
by  the  American  taxpayer.  Ought  that 
not  to  be  done?  It  seems  so  to  me. 

Then  there  is  the  provision  relating 
to  what  is  known  as  GARIOA,  under 
which  we  control  the  use  of  funds,  as 
in  Germany,  Austria,  and  in  other  coun¬ 
tries.  Certainly  it  seems  to  me  that 
amendment  ought  to  be  adopted,  and  I 
hope  it  will  receive  the  necessary  two- 
thirds  majority. 

The  next  amendment  is  the  one  au¬ 
thorizing  employees  of  civilian  agencies 
of  the  Government  in  Germany  to  use 
Army  facilities  for  the  purchase  of  sub¬ 
sistence  supplies  without  the  necessity 
of  paying  a  10-percent  additional  charge. 
Is  not  that  fair  to  our  own  employees? 
That  is  another  amendment  that  would 
be  adopted  by  unanimous  consent  imme¬ 
diately,  but  for  the  insistence  that  every 
dime  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  must  be  appropriated,  that  there 
can  be  no  reduction  at  all,  either  as 
made  by  the  House  or  as  made  by  the 
Senate.  Otherwise,  that  amendment 
would  be  adopted. 

The  next  amendment  is  with  respect 
to  the  production  of  nitrogenous  fertili¬ 
zer  materials  in  Army  plants.  Is  there 
any  objection  to  that?  I  hope  it  will 
receive  the  vote  of  every  Senator. 

The  committee  also  considered  an 
amendment  authorizing  the  use  of  $4,- 
000,000  out  of  any  unobligated  balance 
made  available  under  the  China  Aid  Act, 
as  amended,  for  necessary  expenses  of 
tuition,  subsistence,  and  return  passage 
to  China  of  Chinese  students.  That 
amendment  was  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Knowland],  and 
the  committee  directed  that  it  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate.  Of  course  it  is 
legislation,  admittedly  so.  These  six 
items  which  the  committee  has  author¬ 
ized  will  have  to  receive  a  two-thirds 
vote  in  order  to  be  adopted. 

The  ECA  submitted  certain  changes. 
As  I  have  already  stated,  approximately 
nine-tenths  of  the  bill  is  devoted  to  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  overlooked  a 
matter  about  which  I  should  say  a  word 
or  two.  The  Senate  appropriated,  in 
the  first  bill,  for  a  period  of  12  months. 
The  House  had  appropriated  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  10 14  months.  That  creates  some 
difference  in  the  figures,  but  I  have  given 
the  Senate  an  outline  of  approximately 
what  they  amount  to.  We  reduced  the 
amount  appropriated  in  this  bill  in  a 
very  small  way.  The  reduction  is  ap¬ 
proximately  3  percent,  after  we  made  al¬ 
lowance  for  a  10  V2 -month  appropriation 
and  a  12-month  appropriation.  Indeed, 
when  the  committee  agreed  upon  this 
bill  I  personally  felt  that  the  ECA  had 
won  a  wonderful  victory.  It  had  turned 
down  most  of  my  suggestions.  I  as¬ 
sumed  it  would  be  delighted  at  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  less  than  $4,000,000  out  of  the 
total  of  $6,322,000,000  requested.  The 


reduction  Is  a  little  more  than  $300,000,- 
000.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  such  an  in¬ 
finitesimal  cut  that  the  ECA  should  ac¬ 
cept  it.  Instead  of  that,  what  has  hap¬ 
pened?  The  most  active  lobby  I  ever 
heard  of  was  started.  For  what  reason? 
The  ECA  wants  the  last  dime  it  request¬ 
ed.  It  asked  for  $6,322,000,000,  and  it 
wants  the  entire  amount.  It  seemed  to 
me  a  very  small  matter,  relatively  speak¬ 
ing — a  matter  of  approximately  $300,- 
000,000.  It  will  probably  be  reduced  by 
the  House.  We  all  know  that  we  must 
give  and  take;  but  I  should  think  the 
ECA  would  be  delighted  to  accept  the 
bill  as  the  committee  has  reported  it. 

There  is  one  other  thing  to  which  I 
must  refer,  and  that  is  the  comment 
which  has  been  made  in  the  newspapers 
concerning  our  striking  out  the  legisla¬ 
tion  inserted  by  the  House.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  struck  out,  under  its  rules,  all  the 
legislation  inserted  .by  the  Senate.  It 
seemed  to  me  and  to  the  committee  that 
it  was  wise  to  strike  out  the  House  leg¬ 
islation  and  let  the  entire  bill  go  to  con¬ 
ference  and  be  worked  out  there.  There 
is  some  of  the  House  legislation  which 
should,  I  think,  remain,  and  some  which 
should  not  remain.  There  is  some  of 
the  Senate  legislation  which  should  re¬ 
main,  and  some  that  should  not  remain. 
The  conference  can  work  it  out.  That 
would  be  the  natural,  ordinary,  every¬ 
day  thing  to  do. 

The  next  question  is.  Did  the  commit¬ 
tee  act  correctly  in  striking  out  that  leg¬ 
islation?  I  think  it  did.  The  confer¬ 
ence  can  work  out  a  bill  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  can  approve.  I  believe  in  my  own 
heart  that  every  member  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  simply  wanted  to  do 
what  was  proper  in  preparing  this  bill. 
We  may  have  made  mistakes.  What 
person  does  not  make  mistakes?  The 
Senate  has  corrected  those  mistakes,  and 
I  shall  not  take  any  more  time  of  the 
Senate  to  discuss  that  matter.  The 
amendments  can  be  discussed  when  they 
come  up  for  consideration.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agrees  with  me  that  they  should  go 
to  conference,  I  think  we  shall  have  a 
bill  which  will  be  satisfactory  even  to 
the  ECA,  in  my  judgment.  With  the 
very  small  cuts  which  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  have  made,  it  should  be  acceptable. 

I  am  thinking  of  the  interest  of  our 
own  people  in  connection  with  this  enor¬ 
mous  appropriation.  I  am  not  discussing 
the  subject  of  undue  economy.  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  just  economy,  and  I  ordinarily 
vote  that  way.  When  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  presented 
his  bill,  I  voted  for  some  increases,  and 
I  believe  I  was  right  when  I  so  voted.  I 
have  no  apology  to  make  for  it.  I  voted 
for  increases  in  a  number  of  appropria¬ 
tions.  Some  items  in  this  bill  are  in¬ 
creased,  in  connection  with  the  McClel¬ 
lan  amendment,  the  McCarran  amend¬ 
ment,  and  other  amendments. 

I  want  to  say  in  behalf  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  that  I  do  not  think 
any  member  of  the  committee  is  trying 
to  boss  anyone  or  trying  to  use  influence 
to  take  away  rights  of  other  committees. 
There  is  a  great  deal  of  work  connected 
with  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
When  I  was  a  boy  I  used  to  think  there 
could  not  be  any  greater  happiness  on 


earth  than  spending  money.  I  never 
had  any  to  spend,  but  I  saw  other  per¬ 
sons  spending  money,  and  it  seemed  to 
me  to  be  a  wonderful  thing  to  spend 
money.  Since  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  for 
many,  many  years,  I  have  learned  that 
spending  money  is  rather  a  hard  job 
when  a  man  is  conscientious  about  it, 
and  as  God  is  my  judge,  I  try  to  be 
conscientious  about  it.  I  try  with  all  my 
heart.  For  more  than  38  years  my  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  the  principal  interest 
in  my  life.  I  am  proud  to  be  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  a  great  Government  like 
ours.  I  want  to  keep  it  as  it  is,  or  make 
it  greater  and  better,  stronger  than  it 
ever  was  before.  I  do  not  want  reck¬ 
lessly  to  give  away  the  people’s  money. 
I  do  not  want  to  see  it  given  away  with¬ 
out  let  or  hindrance.  I  do  not  want  to 
see  it  spent  for  the  purpose  of  building 
up  greater  industries  in  other  countries, 
which  might  take  away  the  business  of 
our  own  people.  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  have  the  moral  right  to  do  it. 

It  is  not  pleasant  for  me  to  differ  with 
people,  but  I  do  differ  with  those  who 
want  to  take  a  shovel  and  shovel  out  the 
money  of  the  American  taxpayer  and 
give  it  to  all  the  world,  to  educate  all 
the  world,  to  give  the  world  beefsteaks, 
and  chickens,  and  ducks,  and  everything 
else  people  might  desire.  I  believe  in 
being  fair  and  just  to  other  people,  but 
I  want  to  be  fair  and  just  to  the  con¬ 
stituents  I  represent,  to  the  American 
people  whom  I  represent  in  part.  That 
is  my  only  purpose  in  standing  here  to¬ 
day  and  fighting  for  a  reduction  in  this 
enormous  appropriation,  in  fighting  for 
restrictions  on  the  expenditure  of  these 
enormous  sums. 

We  must  look  at  this  matter  carefully. 
I  have  no  interest  in  it  except  that  I 
want  to  do  what  is  best  for  the  good 
of  our  Government  and  our  people.  It 
may  be  that  if  we  had  a  Communist  gov¬ 
ernment  or  a  Socialist  government,  such 
as  that  in  Great  Britain,  it  might  be 
different.  They  have  taken  over  various 
industries  in  that  country,  and  we  are 
helping  them,  giving  them  billions  of 
dollars  with  which  to  do  it.  Is  that 
agains't  communism,  or  is  it  helping  com¬ 
munism  along? 

It  is  not  our  business  what  sort  of  gov¬ 
ernments  the  other  countries  have.  I 
want  them  to  have  progressive  govern¬ 
ments,  but  it  is  not  our  business  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  money  to  see  to  it  that  any 
certain  government  is  kept  in  power.  I 
hope  Senators  will  think  of  that  when 
they  consider  the  enormous  sum  we  are 
now  asked  to  appropriate. 

Having  said  this  much,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  Mr.  President,  the  formal 
reading  of  the  bill  be  dispensed  with,  that 
it  be  read  for  amendment,  and  that  the 
committee  amendments  be  first  consid¬ 
ered,  in  the  order  in  which  they  come  in 
the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered.  The  clerk  will  proceed  to 
state  the  amendments  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

The  first  amendment  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  was,  under  the 
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heading  “Title  I,”  on  page  2,  after  line 
1.  to  insert: 

Legislative  Branch 

SENATE 

Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  $344,000: 
Provided,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
available  for  the  fiscal  year  1950,  for  the 
purpose  provided  herein. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
heading  “Funds  appropriated  to  the 
President — Economic  Cooperation,”  on 
page  2,  line  16,  after  the  numerals  “1949”, 
to  strike  out  “including  expenses  of  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the 
purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to 
exceed  $6,000) ;  hire  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles;  maintenance  and  operation  and 
hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage 
claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ; 
health  service  program  as  authoried  by 
law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150) ;  rents  in  the  District 
of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds 
without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes ;  and  loss  by  exchange.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  inquire  about  the  amendment  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  word  “including,”  on  line 
16  and  going  down  to  the  words  “loss  by 
exchange.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  What  page? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  On  page  2  of  the  bill, 
where  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  House 
language.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  just 
ordinary  language.  It  does  not  amount 
to  much,  except  that  it  is  necessary  in 
order  that  the  Administration  may  be 
carried  on.  The  language  reads: 

Including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  (not  to  exceed  $6,000);  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles;  maintenance  and 
operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C. 
2672);  health  service  program  as  authorized 
by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150);  rents  in  the  District 
of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to 
exceed  $6,000);  exchange  of  funds  without 
regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Statutes; 
and  loss  by  exchange. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  a  House  provision.  Now  may  I  make 
a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Could  we  let  the 
amendments  in  which  we  strike  out  leg¬ 
islative  provisions  in  the  House  text  go 
over  until  after  the  remainder  of  the 
bill  has  been  passed  on? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Tenn¬ 
essee  that  if  that  request  were  agreed  to, 
and  Senate  committee  amendments 
striking  out  all  legislative  provisions  of 
the  House  text  should  subsequently  be 
agreed  to,  leaving  no  legislative  provisions 
in  the  House  text,  any  legislative  provi¬ 
sion  in  a  Senate  Committee  amendment 
would  fall  by  the  same  rule,  and  there 
would  not  be  anything  for  a  legislative 
amendment  to  be  attached  to. 


Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  may  be  true, 
and  I  withdraw  the  suggestion. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  was  about  to  suggest 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee  that 
this  amendment  beginning  in  line  16, 
page  2,  and  running  through  line  25, 
merely  provides  for  routine  things  which 
are  customarily  granted.  The  amount 
of  money  involved  is  $6,000,  including 
expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings,  hire 
of  motor  vehicles,  maintenance  and 
operation  and  hire  of  aircraft,  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law,  citing 
the  law,  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
transportation  of  privately-owned  auto¬ 
mobiles,  exchange  of  funds  without  re¬ 
gard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised  Stat¬ 
utes,  and  loss  by  exchange.  Those  are 
routine  provisions  which  it  seems  to  me 
we  could  well  adopt.  The  next  amend¬ 
ment,  on  the  top  of  page  3,  the  Senate 
has  already  passed  on,  striking  out  the 
language,  and  it  ought  to  go  out. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  in  that 
connection,  is  it  not  true  that  in  a  sense 
the  Senate  agreed  to  this  language  on 
page  1  when  it  proceeded  to  strike  out 
the  rest  and  residue  of  the  language  on 
page  3?  Certainly  in  a  sense  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agreed  to  the  language  on  page  2 
when  the  bill  was  before  the  Senate  on  a 
previous  occasion,  in  striking  out  a  part 
of  the  same  paragraph  on  page  3,  from 
line  1  through  line  8.  That  was  stricken 
out  before.  That  was  all  a  part  of  the 
same  paragraph.  In  striking  out  the 
language  on  page  3,  in  a  sense  we  agreed 
to  the  language  on  page  2.  Is  not  that 
true? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  permit  me 
to  ask  him  a  question? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  shall  endeavor  to 
answer  the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  able  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  speaking  as  one  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  whether 
upon  further  reflection  and  considera¬ 
tion  it  would  not  be  advisable  to  leave 
the  House  language  as  it  came  to  the 
Senate.  I  think  there  was  considerable 
merit  in  what  the  committee  did  in  bring¬ 
ing  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  the 
amount  of  legislative  material  in  a  bill 
of  this  kind,  and  Senators  certainly  can 
see  that  in  view  of  the  amendments 
which  have  been  presented  by  the  com¬ 
mittee;  but  it  seems  to  me  it  will  be  a  more 
orderly  procedure  if  we  leave  in  the 
bill  the  language  as  it  came  from  the 
House  in  regard  to  this  legislation. 
Otherwise  it  is  going  to  involve  confer¬ 
ence  difficulties,  and  in  the  final  analysis 
I  think  our  judgment  would  be  that  the 
language  here  is  perfectly  proper.  I 
think  we  served  a  good  purpose  in  calling 
the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate, 
but  I  should  not  like  to  see  all  this  lan¬ 
guage  stricken  from  the  bill,  because  of 
the  parliamentary  situation  in  which 
we  find  ourselves  involved. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  California  took  that  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  committee,  I  recall,  and  sup¬ 
ported  it  very  strongly,  as  he  always  does 
his  contentions.  But  the  committee 
disagreed  with  him,  and  struck  the  lan¬ 
guage  out.  The  committee  not  only  disa¬ 
greed  in  this  instance,  but  in  others. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  can  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  tell  me  the  vote 
in  the  committee? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  am  advised  by  the 
clerk  that  by  a  show  of  hands  the  vote 
was  10  to  8. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  it  or  is  it  not  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  committee  that  the  Senate  take 
up  in  order,  each  of  these  amendments, 
regardless  of  what  has  been  done  before 
with  respect  to  the  House  language? 
These  are  amendments  which  can  either 
be  voted  up  or  down.  Is  it  or  is  it  not  the 
intention  of  the  chairman  to  submit  each 
of  the  amendments  in  order,  as  they  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  bill,  and  then  have  the  Senate 
either  disapprove  or  approve  of  the  House 
language? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  made  a  suggestion 
that  they  all  be  considered  after  the  other 
amendments  had  been  agreed  to,  but  the 
Chair  said  that  was  not  the  proper  pro¬ 
cedure. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  My  understanding  is 
that  because  of  the  withdrawal  of  the 
chairman’s  request  that  these  particular 
amendments  .  be  considered  after  the 
others  had  been  disposed  of,  each  amend¬ 
ment  will  now  be  considered  as  it  is 
reached  in  order,  and  all  the  Senate  will 
do,  of  course,  will  be  to  vote  up  or  down, 
or  accept  or  not  accept,  the  House  lan¬ 
guage?  We  are  dealing  wtih  the  second 
committee  amendment  on  page  2;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  chair¬ 
man’s  motion? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  make  no  motion  at 
all.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment,  whether  the  House  language 
shall  be  voted  in  or  out. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  was  what  I  sug¬ 
gested.  This  is  a  minor  provision  which 
should  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes.  It  deals  with 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  If 
the  Senate  votes  it  down  it  will  be  entirely 
satisfactory  to  me. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  committee  amendment  on  page 
2,  to  strike  out  the  language  beginning 
with  the  word  “including”  in  line  16, 
down  to  and  including  the  word  “ex¬ 
change;”  in  line  25. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
committee  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  3, 
line  1,  after  the  numerals  “$1,074,000,- 
000”,  to  strike  out  the  comma  and  “of 
which  not  to  exceed  $125,000  shall  be 
available  for  expenditures  of  a  confiden¬ 
tial  character  (other  than  entertain¬ 
ment)  under  the  direction  of  "the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  the  Deputy  Administra¬ 
tor  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of  the 
amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which 
he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify, 
>  and  every  such  certificate  shall  be  deemed 
a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  that 
language  was  stricken  out  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  heretofore,  and  the  committee 
amendment  should  be  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes;  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  was  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate  when  the  bill  was  before  it  last 
week. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  3,  on  line  1,  after  the  nu¬ 
merals,  to  strike  out  down  to  and  includ¬ 
ing  the  word  “specified,”  in  line  8. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  3, 
line  16,  after  the  numerals  “1950”,  to 
strike  out  “including  expenses  of  attend¬ 
ance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the 
purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to 
exceed  $30,000) ;  purchase  (not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor 
vehicles;  maintenance  and  operation 
and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage 
claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by 
law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150) ;  rents  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  pri¬ 
vately  owned  automobiles;  entertain¬ 
ment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000) ;  exchange 
of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  ex- 

chcin^G.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  think  that  amend¬ 
ment  is  in  a  somewhat  different  situa¬ 
tion,  Mr.  President.  The  language  be¬ 
ginning  inline  16,  down  to  and  including 
the  word  “exchange’’  in  line  1  on  page  4 
is  practically  a  repetition  of  what  the 
Senate  previously  adopted.  But  the 
amount  of  money  immediately  following 
had  also  been  agreed  to  by  the  Senate. 
I  think  we  should  agree  to  the  whole 
matter.  That  will  clear  it  up. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  $3,628,380,000  is 
what  the  Senate  agreed  to  before,  and 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  to  it  at  this 
time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  raises 
the  question  whether  the  language  fol¬ 
lowing  the  numerals  in  line  2,  page  4,  be¬ 
ginning  with  “(1)  90  percentum”  is  a 
part  of  the  amendment  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  asks  be  agreed  to,  or  whether  it  is  a 
separate  amendment. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  a  separate  amendment. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes,  that  is  a  sepa¬ 
rate  amendment;  because  when  the  bill 
was  before  the  Senate  previously  the 
language  in  line  16  on  page  3,  beginning 
with  the  words  “including  expenses”  and 
down  to  and  including  the  word  “ex¬ 
change”  in  line  1,  on  page  4,  were  in  the 
bill.  The  Senate  then  voted  to  strike  out 
“$3,568,470,000”,  and  to  insert  “$3,628,- 
380,000”. 

I  suggest  that  the  Senate  disagree  to 
the  committee  amendment  up  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  word  “exchange”  in  line  1, 
on  page  4,  and  then  agree  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  with  respect  to  the 
money. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  means  to  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  committee  amendment 
down  to  and  including  the  word  “ex¬ 
change”? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes.  That  will  get  us 
back  to  where  we  were. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes,  that  will  get  us 
back  to  where  we  were  previously. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  So  that  the 
language  on  page  4,  line  2,  beginning  with 
“(1)  90  per  centum”  is  a  separate  amend¬ 
ment  from  that  about  which  Senators 


are  now  speaking  and  will  stand  on  its 
own  merits. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes;  entirely  so. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  3,  line  16,  beginning  with 
the  words  “including  expenses”,  down  to 
and  including  the  word  “exchange”  on 
page  4,  line  1. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  1,  after  the  word  “exchange”,  to 
strike  out  “$3,568,470,000”  and  insert 
“$3,628,380,000.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  We  now  should  agree 
to  the  committee  amendment  on  page  4, 
line  1,  to  strike  out  “$3,568,470,000”  and 
insert  “$3,628,380,000.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  amendment  on  page  4,  line  1, 
to  strike  out  “$3,568,470,000”  and  insert 
“$3,628,380,000.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  2,  after  the  word  “which”,  to  insert 
“(1)  90  percent  of  the  amount  required 
to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  (determined  sur¬ 
plus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of 
the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion  budget  justification  submitted  to 
the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any 
other  financing.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  so-called  McClellan  amendment,  is 
it  not? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  this  is  one  of  the  controversial  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  bill,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum,  so  we  may  have  as  many 
Senators  as  possible  present  to  vote  on 
the  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hoey 

Millikln 

Anderson 

Holland 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Hunt 

Murray 

Bricker 

Ives 

Myers 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Neely 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Conor 

Cain 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Capeliart 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Kem 

Russell 

Connally 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Schoeppel 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Dulles 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Stennis 

Ellender 

Long 

Taylor 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tobey 

George 

McFarland 

Tydings 

Gillette 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Graham 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Green 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Martin 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

Maybank 

Young 

Hill 

Miller 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  pro¬ 
ceed  at  this  time,  in  view  of  the  anticipa¬ 
tion — I  assume  with  reasonable  certain¬ 
ty — that  later  a  point  of  order  will  be 
made  against  the  amendment  we  now 
are  considering. 


When  the  bill  previously  was  before 
the  Senate  I  had  no  advance  informa¬ 
tion  that  a  point  of  order  would  be  made 
against  the  amendment.  Therefore,  I 
had  not  discussed  it.  I  am  quite  certain 
that  many  Senators  then,  at  least,  did 
not  know  what  this  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  do,  except  from  what  they  might 
have  gathered  from  newspaper  reports 
and  comments  about  it,  most  of  which 
were  in  error.  They  misled  the  public 
and  possibly  some  Members  of  this  body 
regarding  the  merits  of  this  amendment. 

I  hope  a  point  of  order  will  not  be 
made  against  the  amendment  today,  but 
I  must  anticipate  that  it  will  be,  and  if 
one  is  made,  then  I  hope  it  will  not  be 
sustained.  If  it  is  sustained,  then,  with 
all  due  deference  to  the  Presiding  Officer, 
whoever  he  may  be  at  the  time,  I  hope 
the  Senate  in  its  wisdom  will  override 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

As  I  stated,  a  few  days  ago  I  never 
anticipated,  I  never  once  foresaw,  that 
this  simple  effort  to  do  something  in  the 
interest  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation 
would  provoke  or  bring  about  the  situa¬ 
tion  and  the  parliamentary  tangle  which 
subsequently  developed.  At  the  time 
when  the  amendment  was  prepared,  I 
thought  I  was  simply  limiting  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  which  were  being  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  bill.  The  amendment 
was  intended  then  as  a  limitation.  In  my 
judgment  it  was  a  limitation  then,  and 
not  legislation.  In  my  judgment  it  is  a 
limitation  still,  and  not  legislation.  But 
if  it  is  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  then  its  merits,  its  purpose,  and  its 
objective  are  still  just  as  good  and  sound, 
and  its  enactment  is  still  just  as  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  protection  of  the  American 
people  and  in  their  interest,  as  they  are 
if  it  is  simply  a  limitation. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  before  we 
reach  another  parliamentary  issue,  I 
wish  to  discuss  the  amendment  and  in 
my  humble  way  try  to  tell  my  colleagues 
what  it  proposes  to  do. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment  re¬ 
quiring  the  ECA  to  purchase  surplus  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  in  the  amount 
stated  in  the  budget  estimate,  will  not 
result  in  dumping  American  agricultural 
surpluses.  The  word  “require”  as  I  use 
it  in  the  amendment,  does  not  mean  that 
any  participating  country,  will  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  purchase  anything.  It  simply 
means  that  if  the  participating  countries 
are  going  to  spend  the  money  we  give 
them  for  agricultural  commodities — 
coommodities  which  they  told  the  ECA 
they  needed  and  wanted,  and  would  buy 
if  they  were  given  sufficient  funds — 
then  we  simply  say,  “Buy  American  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  commodities.”  They 
are  not  required  to  spend  one  dollar  of 
it,  but  if  they  need  what  we  have  in  sur¬ 
plus,  we  preclude  them  from  taking  the 
dollars  and  buying  those  commodities 
from  any  other  country.  What  is  wrong 
with  that?  They  have  free  dollars.  If 
they  want  to  patronize  other  markets,  we 
do  not  control  the  free  dollars.  They 
can  spend  their  own  money  in  any  mar¬ 
kets  they  choose.  It  merely  requires  that 
90  percent  of  ECA  funds  estimated  for 
expenditure  for  surplus  commodities 
shall  ,be  spent  for  no  other  purposes. 
The  90  percent,  of  course,  is  a  modifica- 
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tion.  Instead  of  the  full  amount,  as  the 
amendment  was  originally  written,  the 
90  percent  modification  is  to  make  it 
conform  to  the  total  appropriation. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  the  Senator  think  it 
would  have  any  psychological  effect  on 
the  European  countries  if  this  were  to 
become  a  dumping  program  or  a  subsidy 
to  agriculture  in  the  United  States, 
rather  than  a  recovery  program  for  for¬ 
eign  countries? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No;  I  do  not  think 
so.  I  do  not  think  it  could  have  the 
slightest  effect  of  that  kind.  We  are  not 
telling  them  they  must  buy  anything 
they  say  they  do  not  want  and  do  not 
need.  How,  I  ask  in  all  sincerity,  could 
it  have  such  an  effect?  This  Govern¬ 
ment  already  owns  the  commodities 
which  are  in  surplus.  We  have  already 
taken  American  tax  dollars  and  bought 
the  surpluses,  or  loaned  90  percent  of  the 
parity  value  on  them.  For  either  pur¬ 
pose,  whether  we  absolutely  own  all  of 
them  now  or  have  a  vested  interest  of  90 
percent  of  parity  price  in  them,  the  re¬ 
sult  is  the  same. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  greatly  concerned 
with  the  surplus  which  may  be  accumu¬ 
lated  in  the  United  States  in  the  course 
of  the  next  year.  As  of  today,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Agricultural  Committee  has  given 
study  to  that  very  question,  but  I  am  vi¬ 
tally  concerned  with  the  fact  that  this 
is  a  European  recovery  program.  I 
voted  for  it  as  such  a  year  ago.  I  am 
greatly  gratified  by  the  accomplishment 
of  that  program.  But  I  do  not  want  im¬ 
posed  in  the  legislation  such  a  restric¬ 
tion  as  is  suggested  which  would  make 
possible  the  lodging  of  charges  against 
the  United  States  by  those  who  would 
use  it  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  our 
European  recovery  program  activities. 
I  fear  the  psychological  reaction  upon 
the  beneficiaries  of  the  European  recov¬ 
ery  program  would  be  bad,  because  our 
so-called  enemies  across  the  sea,  if  we 
may  refer  to  them  as  enemies,  would 
use  it  to  the  utmost  to  discredit  us  in 
every  conceivable  manner.  It  would  be 
claimed  wa  used  the  European  recovery 
program  for  the  purpose  of  bailing  our¬ 
selves  out  of  a  distressed  agricultural 
situation  rather  than  as  an  outright 
friendly  action  upon  the  part  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  in  an  effort  to 
bring  about  recovery  among  the  nations 
of  western  Europe,  in  order  that  they 
might  speedily  overcome  the  devasta¬ 
tion  and  waste  which  the  war  had 
brought  to  their  towns  as  well  as  to  their 
countrysides.  I  am  afraid  we  would  do 
ourselves  great  damage  by  permitting 
the  countries  in  Europe,  such  as  Russia, 
if  I  may  so  speak,  to  charge  that  we  are 
using  the  recovery  program  entirely  for 
our  own  benefit  rather  than  as  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  stimulate  European  recovery. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  may  say  to  the 
able  Senator  that  such  fear  is  wholly 
unfounded;  it  is  unjustified.  Russia  is 
going  to  say  every  contemptible  thing 


she  can  possibly  conceive  and  express 
anyway,  as  she  is  doing  all  the  time.  If 
we  say  to  them  simply,  “You  say  you 
need  and  you  want  bread;  here  is  grain; 
we  will  give  you  the  dollar  and  you  can 
purchase  it,  but  you  will  purchase  what 
we  have  in  surplus,  instead  of  buying  it 
from  some  other  country?  What  psy¬ 
chological  effect  could  it  have  that  would 
be  detrimental  to  the  United  States? 
The  European  countries  need  grain.  To 
the  extent  that  we  provide  them  with 
food  while  they  are  recovering,  to  that 
extent  it  is  a  relif  program — I  care  not 
what  anyone  may  name  it.  European 
countries  cannot  recover  unless  their 
people  are  sustained  while  the  recovery 
process  is  under  way. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  quite  aware  of  the 
fact  that  charges  of  the  kind  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  to  have  been  made  against  us. 
But  I  doubt  whether  the  countries  which 
are  friendly  to  us  would  believe  what  we 
said  if  we  spelled  it  out  in  the  act  that 
the  participating  countries  must  in  the 
event  they  need  corn,  wheat,  or  any  other 
grains,  or  commodities,  take  it  off  our 
hands,  if  we  declare  we  have  a  pound  or 
a  bushel  in  surplus. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No,  it  does  not  re¬ 
quire  them  to  take  anything  except  what 
we  actually  have  in  surplus.  They  can 
spend  their  money  anywhere  they  want 
to.  But  we  are  giving  them  the  money  on 
one  basis:  It  is  simply  charity,  npthing 
else.  It  is  help,  it  is  relief,  it  is  aid.  It 
is  aid  to  stimulate  their  recovery.  It  is 
aid  to  sustain  life.  It  is  aid  to  sustain 
them  while  they  make  a  fight  for  re¬ 
covery.  It  is  a  gift,  so  far  as  we  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  think  the  Senator  mis¬ 
understood  my  statement.  I  said  if  they 
could  point  to  any  language  in  the  bill 
specifically  spelling  out  that  they  should 
take  the  surpluses  off  the  hands  of  the 
producers  in  the  United  States,  they 
would  say,  “See,  it  is  what  I  told  you, 
those  Americans,  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  were  not  so  big-hearted 
that  they  were  trying  to  help  us  here  in 
the  western  European  countries.  They 
were  trying  to  help  themselves.  Look 
at  the  language  they  have  written  into 
the  bill,  that  if  they  have  a  bushel  or  a 
pound  of  surplus  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  we  must  take  it  from  them,  rather 
than  take  it  in  exchange  from  one  of  the 
other  European  countries.”  We  are  en¬ 
gaged  under  the  European  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  in  bringing  about  recovery.  I  can 
very  easily  see  that  it  might  be  said  to 
the  people  of  France,  “You  cannot  sell 
one  of  the  participating  countries  any 
wheat,  because  the  United  States  has  a 
surplus  of  wheat,  and  they  have  it  spelled 
out  in  the  act  that,  whether  it  be  Eng¬ 
land  or  the  Scandinavian  countries,  they 
must  take  the  surplus  commodities  from 
the  United  States  rather  than  take  them 
from  France.” 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  ,Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator,  we  are  not  furnishing  any  other 


country  dollars  with  which  to  buy  wheat 
from  France. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  mean,  when  it  is  spelled 
out  in  the  act,  it  could  be  used  as  a 
charge  against  us. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  are  going  to 
say  something  anyway.  They  are  say¬ 
ing  it.  In  my  opinion,  the  time  has 
come  for  some  plain  talk..  The  Ameri¬ 
can  people  have  an  interest,  too,  that 
needs  to  be  protected,  and  I  am  ready 
to  say  to  France,  and  to  all  the  other 
ECA  countries,  “Yes,  we  are  going  to  help 
you,  but  in  that  process  we  are  not  going 
to  weaken  ourselves  at  home  on  the  do¬ 
mestic  front  any  more  than  is  necessary.” 
They  will  get  just  as  much  strength  from 
wheat  that  is  in  surplus  in  this  country, 
and  they  will  go  just  as  far  toward  re¬ 
covery  with  the  wheat  they  need  that  is 
in  surplus  in  this  country  as  they  will 
if  they  buy  Argentine  wheat  or  if  they 
buy  wheat  somewhere  else.  The  end 
result  is  going  to  be  the  same,  except  that 
extra  dollars  are  going  to  be  borrowed 
to  be  given  to  them,  to  buy  something 
this  Government  has  already  bought 
with  taxpayers’  dollars  and  has  in  sur¬ 
plus. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  think  the  Senator  re¬ 
members  well  that  approximately  2 
years  ago  the  United  States  Government 
was  supplying  wheat  to  ECA  countries 
for  a  little  more  than  $3  a  bushel.  At 
the  same  time  Argentina  was  selling  her 
wheat  for  approximately  $5  a  bushel.  At 
this  time,  instead  of  showing  some  .ap¬ 
preciation  for  sacrifices  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  Government,  England 
is  dickering  for  wheat  in  Argentina  and 
in  the  satellite  countries.  If  I  remember 
correctly,  the  original  proposal  of  former 
President  Hoover  was  to  help  those  coun¬ 
tries  by  giving  them  our  surplus  products. 
Am  I  correct  in  that  statement?  Does 
the  Senator  remember  Mr.  Hoover’s 
position  on  that  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  that  is 
correct.  I  see  nothing  wrong  with  that. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Can  the  Sena¬ 
tor  give  me  the  over-all  amount  which 
is  involved  in  this  transaction? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  having  some 
charts  distributed,  and  if  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  will  get  one  of  the  charts 
and  follow  it,  I  shall  appreciate  it.  I 
have  added  another  column  to  it  since 
the  10  percent  reduction. 

The  amounts  shown  in  the  first  column 
are  the  amounts  intended  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  in  the  United  States,  according 
to  their  estimates. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Their  estimates 
as  of  what  date? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Up  to  February  of 
this  year.  That  is  my  recollection  of  Mr. 
Hoffman’s  testimony.  That  is  the 
amount  they  are  going  to  purchase  in 
the  United  States.  I  shall  indicate  just 
what  the  chart  shows. 
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In  the  first  column  there  is  shown 
the  amount  the  participating  countries 
have  said  they  were  going  to  buy  in 
the  United  States  if  they  received  the 
money.  That  is  on  the  basis  of  the  full 
amount,  however,  and  it  will  have  to  be 
reduced  by  10  percent. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  May  I  interrupt 
the  Senator  at  that  point? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  contend  that  a  10  percent  reduction 
in  this  figure  offsets  a  10  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  the  total  figure? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Not  necessarily. 
If  the  Senator  will  permit  me  to  explain 
this  table  I  can  follow  the  Senator  better 
and  the  Senator  can  better  follow  me. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  what  the  initials  indicate? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  I 
wanted  to  explain.  The  first-column 
figures  are  the  entire  dollar  purchases 
intended  to  be  made  of  these  products 
in  the  United  States. 

The  next  column,  containing  the  ini¬ 
tials  “OWH”,  represents  the  purchases 
the  participating  nations  say  they  are 
going  to  make  with  dollars  in  other 
Western  Hemisphere  countries. 

The  next  column  has  really  no  effect 
on  the  result,  but  the  initials  “OPC”  re¬ 
fer  to  other  participating  countries.  It 
shows  how  much  they  might  buy  from 
other  participating  countries,  but  they 
were  going  to  buy  no  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  whatsoever  from  any  other  partici¬ 
pating  countries. 

The  initials  “DOST”  refer  to  depend¬ 
ent  overseas  territories. 

The  “ONP”  represents  other  nonpar¬ 
ticipating  countries.  It  represents  dol¬ 
lars  they  are  going  to  spend  in  other 
countries  not  participating  in  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  next  column  indicates  the  total 
dollar  expenditures. 

The  total  amount  to  be  advanced  by 
EGA  is  in  the  next  column. 

The  next  column  shows  the  amount 
ECA  is  going  to  finance  of  goods  which 
will  be  purchased  in  the  United  States. 

The  next  column  shows  the  dollars 
they  are  going  to  use  to  purchase  these 
commodities;  that  is,  non-ECA  dollar 
purchases  in  the  United  States. 

Then  there  is  indicated  the  total 
amount  financed  by  the  ECA,  which  is 
$1,673,000,000.  By  reason  of  the  modi¬ 
fication  to  90  percent,  that  will  be 
$1,506,000,000. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
Will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Frear 
in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arkanses  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Does  the  figure 
of  $1,506,000,000  become  the  figure  iden¬ 
tified  in  line  2,  page  4,  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes;  insofar,  only, 
as  the  products  are  in  surplus.  Some 
of  the  products  which  those  countries 
say  they  are  going  to  buy  are  not  surplus 
products. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  am  asking  for 
information.  The  Senator  knows  the 


very  great  respect  I  have  for  him  and 
for  everything  he  does,  but  I  am  finding 
it  difficult  to  follow  his  logic  in  setting 
up  his  premise.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  to  say  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  requires  that  if  ECA  beneficiary 
countries  are  going  to  buy  agricultural 
surplus  commodities,  the  only  thing  the 
amendment  does  is  to  require  them  to 
make  the  purchase  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Insofar  only  as 
they  use  ECA  money  to  make  the  pur- 
chases 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Why  is  not  that 
objective  completely  covered  by  section 
112  of  the  existing  law? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  interpretation  of  that  section; 
I  cannot  understand  it.  If  that  is  al¬ 
ready  in  the  law,  1  can  see  no  objection 
to  my  amendment. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Has  it  ever  been 
used  heretofore? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  cannot  say. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  should  like  to 
pursue  my  inquiry  a  little  further,  con¬ 
secutively.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
section  112  of  the  existing  law  requires 
that  the  purchase  of  any  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  actually  needed  by 
the  participating  countries  and  paid  for 
by  ECA  dollars  shall  be  made  only  in 
the  United  States.  If  that  be  so,  it 
seems  to  me  it  completely  answers  the 
definition  which  the  Senator  applies  to 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  have  not  con¬ 
cluded  the  definition  of  the  amendment. 
I  have  stated  one  phase  of  it.  The  other 
is  that  this  money  is  not  available  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Precisely. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  not  in  the 
present  act  to  which  the  Senator  has 
referred. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  The  question  I 
was  raising  was  against  the  Senator’s 
statement  that  the  amendment  requires 
only  that  beneficiary  countries  take  such 
agricultural  surplus  products  as  they 
themselves  say  they  need  and  want. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  It  is  at  that 
point  that  I  desire  to  submit  a  question 
to  the  Senator.  If  the  Senator  were  to 
add  that  he  is  referring  to  a  figure  made 
last  February  in  connection  with  a  larger 
budget,  when  each  of  the  beneficiary 
countries  said  that  out  of  a  larger  budget 
they  estimated  they  could  use  a  certain 
amount  of  agricultural  products,  that 
would  be  one  thing.  The  difficulty  is  that 
the  general  budget  available  to  them 
having  been  reduced,  they  cannot  freeze 
in  one  sector  any  other  contemplated 
purchases  as  estimated  last  February. 
As  I  see  it  they  must  revise  their  entire 
estimate  and  eliminate  that  which  they 
can  best  surrender;  whereas  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  Senator’s  amendment  is 
forcing  them  to  freeze  one  item  in  the 
February  budget,  even  though  he  takes 
off  the  10-percent  reduction,  and  does 
not  allow  them  to  reassess  their  need  in 


the  light  of  the  resulting  total  sum. 
available. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  May  I  answer  the 
Senator  at  this  point? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Yes;  I  should 
be  glad  to  have  the  Senator  comment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Whatever  savings 
would  result  from  this,  that  money  has 
not  been  programed.  They  have  not 
anticipated  it;  they  have  not  expected  it; 
it  has  not  been  programed.  It  would 
have  to  be  programed  later.  They 
have  not  counted  on  this  money,  because 
they  have  made  their  estimates  saying 
they  were  going  to  spend  the  money  for 
one  specific  purpose.  It  has  been  re¬ 
duced  only  10  percent.  That  is  the 
whole  gist  of  this  matter.  There  is  not 
an  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  which  we  appropriate  money  that  we 
do  not  require  to  come  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  lay  down  a  plan  of  expendi¬ 
ture,  indicating  what  the  money  is  to  be 
spent  for.  We  do  not  permit  them  to 
get  money  to  build  one  dam  or  to  build 
one  project  and  take  it  to  build  another. 
We  appropriate  the  money  for  specific 
purposes,  and  I  am  saying  in  the 
amendment,  “This  is  what  you  said  you 
wanted,  what  you  said  you  needed  to 
recover,  to  sustain  you  while  you  re¬ 
covered.”  I  am  merely  saying,  “We  give 
exactly  what  you  said  you  wanted,”  less 
10  percent,  as  we  said,  in  connection 
with  the  whole  bill.  “We  do  not  com¬ 
pel  you  to  take  it,  but  you  have  repre¬ 
sented  to  us  that  you  wanted  it  for  that 
purpose.” 

Someone  has  said  they  may  make  good 
crops  and  may  not  need  all  this  money. 
Let  us  hope  they  do  make  good  crops, 
and  if  they  do  and  do  not  need  all  the 
money,  they  will  take  nothing  they  do  not 
need,  and  we  will  keep  the  dollars  in  the 
American  Treasury.  Therefore  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  do  not  seem  to 
be  making  much  headway  in  making  my 
point  plain,  which  is  probably  my  fault. 
Let  me  restate  my  proposition  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Last  February  the  ECA  accumulated 
an  illustrative  budget,  and  they  specifi¬ 
cally  stated  it  was  an  illustrative  budget, 
because  it  is  totally  impossible  to  antici¬ 
pate  a  fixed  expenditure  in  detail  under 
the  ECA  program.  Its  flexibility  is  es¬ 
sential  to  its  utility. 

Therefore,  in  the  first  place,  I  respect¬ 
fully  submit  to  the  Senator  that  he  is 
not  fair  in  insisting  that  an  illustrative 
budget  of  last  February  can  be  set  down 
as  the  metes  and  bounds  of  subsequent 
distribution  of  ECA  funds  for  18  subse¬ 
quent  months.  But  even  if  the  Senator 
did  insist  upon  clinging  to  the  illustra¬ 
tive  budget  of  last  February,  this  is  the 
point  I  make  to  him:  The  illustrative 
division  of  that  budget  last  February  was 
on  the  basis  of  a  10  percent  larger  total 
sum  than  is  now  available.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  is  saying  that  there  must  be  a  10  per¬ 
cent  horizontal  cut  down  through  this 
illustrative  budget,  whereas  the  funda¬ 
mentally  important  consideration  is  that 
every  ECA  country,  confronting  a  total 
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reduction  of  10  percent  in  its  ECA  re¬ 
ceipts,  must  refigure  its  total  budget  in 
order  to  determine  where  it  can  best  ab¬ 
sorb  the  10-percent  reduction.  I  submit 
that  the  Senator’s  amendment  is  forcing 
them  to  apply  it  in  just  one  place,  and 
foreclosing  them  from  making  any  sub¬ 
sequent  estimates  which  may  more 
accurately  reflect  their  subsequent  re¬ 
quirements. 

I  submit  again  that  if  -the  Senator’s 
ony  purpose  is  to  require  that  ECA  funds 
spent  abroad  for  agricultural  products 
shall  be  spent  in  the  United  States,  that 
specific  mandate  is  already  spelled  out 
in  section  112  of  the  existing  law.  The 
trouble  is  that  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
in  my  humble  judgment,  goes  infinitely 
beyond  the  objective  which  he  describes, 
and  to  which  I  would  have  no  opposition 
whatever.  My  difficulty  is  that  the 
Senator’s  definition  of  his  objective  does 
not  include  the  total  result  which  flows 
from  his  amendment,  because  the  total 
result  which  flows  from  it  is  the  freezing 
of  an  ancient  estimate  which  is  no 
longer  up  to  date. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
that  is  the  only  objection  to  it,  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  time  for  us  to  begin  knowing  what 
we  are  doing  when  we  are  appropriating 
money.  If  the  ECA  countries  cannot 
take  this  10  percent  over-all  cut  and 
make  the  necessary  readjustments  in  the 
program,  such  readjustments  as  to  en¬ 
sure  that  the  program  will  not  be 
wrecked,  if  they  have  to  have  every  dol¬ 
lar  of  this  money  free  of  restriction  so 
that  they  can  simply  do  as  they  please 
with  it,  without  any  instruction  or 
limitation  from  this  Government 
through  the  Congress — if  that  is  the 
kind  of  program  it  is — and  if  it  takes 
that  to  make  it  succeed,  then  I  do  not 
believe  it  will  ever  be  a  success. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Am  I  correct  in  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  if  this  amendment 
should  become  the  law.  and  if  there  were 
an  extraordinarily  good  crop,  let  us  say, 
of  one  commodity,  and  a  short  crop  of 
another  commodity,  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  the  ECA  Administrator 
would  not  be  able  to  adjust  the  situation? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Oh,  yes;  he  would 
have  the  money  to  buy  the  other  com¬ 
modity.  These  funds  are  not  frozen  to 
each  individual  commodity.  They  are 
frozen  to  the  total  amount  that  is  re¬ 
quired  to  buy  them. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  did  not  so  understand 
the  amendment,  and  I  am  glad  to  have 
the  explanation  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  other  words,  if 
they  had  estimated  they  needed  so  much 
wheat,  and  they  had  a  good  crop  of 
wheat  and  did  not  need  that  much,  but 
had  a  short  crop  of  corn  and  found  it 
necessary  to  buy  corn,  the  whole  amount 
would  be  available  for  that  commodity. 
That  is  my  interpretation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  language  is 
that  it  is  determined  by  the  kinds  and 
quantities. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  fixes  the 
amount ;  the  kinds  and  quantities  fix  the 
amount.  That  is  put  in  there  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  amounts. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Would  not  the 
Senator  agree  with  me  that  if  tobacco 
and  cotton  are  set  out  in  definite  amounts 
and  the  need  arises  for  more  wheat,  not 
one  penny  of  the  money  set  out  in  that 
illustrative  budget  for  tobacco  or  cotton 
could  be  spent  for  wheat? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  agree;  I 
think  that  the  money  is  available  to  buy 
any  of  these  commodities. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  language  is  as 
plain  as  it  could  be. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  gives  a  correct  interpretation  to 
it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  First  I  wish  to  state  that 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  as  to  the  interpretation.  I  definitely 
believe  the  language  freezes  each  and 
every  one  of  the  commodities  in  line  with 
the  estimate  made  last  February,  and  if 
there  is  a  long  supply  in  one  crop  and  a 
short  supply  in  another,  there  is,  under 
the  amendment,  no  way  by  which  that 
situation  could  be  adjusted,  if  the  ECA 
Administrator  follows  the  proper  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  amendment. 

I  wish  to  ask  a  question  regarding  the 
chart  submitted  by  the  Senator,  but  be¬ 
fore  going  into  the  chart,  and  referring 
to  the  amendment,  just  what  crops  were 
in  the  budget  justification  estimate 
which  is  involved — the  entire  group  that 
is  shown  on  the  chart? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  the 
ECA  submitted,  yes,  when  asked  for  a 
break-down. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  This  amendment  defi¬ 
nitely  applies  to  surplus  agricultural 
products? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Suppose  we  do  not  have 
any  surplus  agricultural  products. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then  it  would  not 
apply.  The  money  would  be  available 
anyway. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  is  a  contingency 
involved  in  connection  with  the  amend¬ 
ment.  In  the  event  we  do  not  have  any 
surplus  agricultural  crops  the  amend¬ 
ment  could  not  apply. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would  apply.  It 
would  be  the  law. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  would  be  a  con¬ 
tingency  if  we  did  not  have  any  surplus 
agricultural  products. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  may  have 
many  laws  which  do  not  operate  in  con¬ 
nection  with  every  particular  matter 
with  which  they  deal.  This  provision  is 
not  contingent  upon  anything.  It  fixes 
the  amount  of  money  for  the  particular 
purpose  if  the  crops  are  surplus.  We 
do  have  a  surplus  now.  The  products 
are  declared  surplus,  and  there  is  no 
contingency  about  it. 

Mi*.  LUCAS.  Some  crops  may  be  de¬ 
clared  to  be  in  surplus  now. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  such  sur¬ 
plus. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Tomorrow  some  contin¬ 
gency  may  arise  so  there  will  not  be  a 
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surplus.  The  point  I  make  is  that  in 
the  event  of  such  contingency - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  may  make  an 
appropriation  to  repair  the  Capitol.  If 
the  Capitol  should  burn  before  the 
money  is  spent  to  repair  it,  that  is  a  con¬ 
tingency.  The  law  would  still  be  the 
law,  however. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  seeking  to  obtain 
information  from  the  Senator,  and  to 
see  if  he  agrees  with  me. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know 
what  the  Senator  wants  me  to  agree  to. 
Perhaps  he  wants  me  to  agree  that  there 
may  be  a  contingency  connected  with 
the  matter  and  therefore  it  is  subject  to 
a  point  of  order.  I  do  not  agree,  how¬ 
ever,  that  there  is  a  contingency.  I 
know  the  purpose  for  which  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  interrogating  me. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  does  not  have  to  agree  with  me. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  know  how  I  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  regarding  the  situation,  and  prob¬ 
ably  I  shall  argue  the  matter  on  a  point 
of  order  a  little  later. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Without  regard 
to  contingencies  or  points  of  order,  but 
merely  as  a  matter  of  simple  interpreta¬ 
tion,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  there  were  no 
surpluses  the  result  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  be  to  reduce  the  total 
appropriation  by  $1,500,000,000? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  think  that  is 
just  as  plain  as  the  nose  on  my  face. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would  not  re¬ 
duce  the  appropriation,  except  if  we  have 
surpluses  to  the  extent  that  the  coun¬ 
tries  involved  do  not  buy  what  they  said 
they  would  need.  In  that  event  the 
money  would  remain  in  the  Treasury  and 
that  saving  would  be  effected.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment.  That 
is  what  I  seek  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  From  the  answer 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  to 
a  question  propounded  by  our  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader,  am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Administrator  would  have 
the  right  under  the  amendment  to  shift 
purchases,  let  us  say,  from  bread  grains 
to  fats  and  oils? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  he  would. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator 
point  out  the  language  in  his  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  permit  such  a  sub¬ 
stitution? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  provides  that  it 
shall  be  used  for  no  other  financing. 
That  permits  it  to  be  used  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  as  the  Senator  indicates. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  amendment 
provides  : 

Ninety  percent  of  the  amount  required  to 
finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  products  *  *  *  of  the  kinds  and 

in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  budget. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  fixes  the 
amount,  90  percent  of  the  amount  re¬ 
quired. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes ;  of  the  amount, 
but  also  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  fixed  in  the  ECA  budget. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  the  kinds  and 
quantities  they  set  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  the  kinds  and  in 
the  quantities  fixed.  I  cannot  follow  the 
Senator  when  he  states  that  such  lan¬ 
guage  would  give  the  Administrator  the 
right  to  shift  from  dairy  products  to  fats 
and  oils  or  vice  versa. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  He  would  still  be 
buying  surplus  products. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  amount  but 
not - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  term  “amount” 
is  to  fix  the  budget  that  was  submitted 
to  determine  the  amount  that  they  were 
going  to  spend  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  Senator’s 
amendment  also  uses  the  word  “kinds” 
and  also  the  words  “in  the  quantities” 
set  out  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  kinds  they 
represented  they  were  going  to  buy.  It 
applies  to  the  amount.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  language.  The  money  would 
be  available  for  buying  agricultural 
products. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  so  interpret 
the  language.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  another  question.  In  the  sec¬ 
ond  column  of  the  summary  that  the 
Senator  has  presented  to  us  headed 
OWH — Other  Western  Hemisphere — 
there  is  the  figure  “$807,300,000,”  which 
indicates  purchases  to  be  made  from 
other  countries  in  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  than  the  United  States  of  food 
and  agricultural  imports.  Will  those 
purchases  be  made  with  dollars  or  with 
the  currencies  of  the  countries  needing 
the  commodities? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  With  dollars.  All 
these  purchases  are  dollar  purchases. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand,  the 
Senator  does  not  in  any  manner  try  to 
dictate  how  free  ECA  dollars  are  to  be 
spent? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  How  what  are  to 
be  spent? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  ECA  dollars 
that  are  not  obligated. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  are  free  dol¬ 
lars.  We  do  not  undertake  to  say  how 
they  should  be  spent  anywhere. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  would  prevent 
these  countries  from  decreasing  their 
purchases  with  ECA  free  dollars,  let  us 
say,  for  wheat  or  cotton  or  tobacco  and 
purchase  something  else  they  might  need 
while  they  acquire  the  whole  amount  of 
agricultural  commodities  that  is  to  be 
purchased  for  them  with  ECA  obligated 
funds? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  have  free  dol¬ 
lars.  The  Senator  understands  they  said 
they  were  going  to  buy  more  goods  over 
here  than  ECA  was  going  to  finance. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand,  but 
suppose  they  choose  to  use  those  ECA 
free  dollars  to  purchase  other  than  grain, 
cotton,  and  tobacco  and  obtain  from  this 
country  the  entire  amount  of  agricultural 
commodities  that  will  be  financed  from 
ECA  obligated  funds,  as  provided  in  the 
Senator’s  amendment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know  that 
I  quite  follow  the  Senator. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  sets 
out  in  his  summary  that  the  total 
amount  for  food  and  agricultural  imports 
are,  from  the  United  States,  one  billion 
forty  million  and  some-odd  dollars,  and 
from  other  Western  Hemisphere  coun¬ 
tries,  $807,300,000.  That  is  correct;  is 
it  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand,  the 
eight  hundred  and  seven-odd  million 
dollars  worth  of  food  and  agricultural 
products  can  be  purchased  with  so-called 
free  dollars? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  can  now. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  can  now? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  would  pre¬ 
vent  those  countries  from  using  those 
free  dollars  to  buy  less  food  and  agricul¬ 
tural  products  from  countries  other  than 
the  United  States  and  invest  their  free 
dollars  in  industrial  or  other  commodi¬ 
ties?  Surely  they  will  need  more  food 
and  agricultural  imports  than  the 
amount  the  Senator  seeks  to  freeze  by 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  can  spend 
their  free  dolars  for  whatever  they  want 
to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  So  the  Senator’s 
amendment  then  could  be  bypassed  and 
it  would  not  accomplish  the  purpose  he 
has  in  mind. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  does  accomplish 
the  purpose.  As  to  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  they  cannot  buy  them  in  other 
countries. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I  was 
asking  the  Senator  and  he  stated  that 
the  free  dollars  could  be  used  for  what¬ 
ever  purpose  the  countries  desired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  could  not  buy 
them  in  other  countries  if  they  were  in 
surplus  here.  They  could  not  buy  them 
with  ECA  dollars. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
say  they  could  not  buy  them  with  free 
dollars  from  other  countries? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  could  buy 
them  with  whatever  free  dollars  they 
have. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  many  free  dol¬ 
lars,  according  to  the  Senator’s  state¬ 
ment,  will  these  countries  have? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  believe  I  have 
that  information.  The  total  dollar  im¬ 
ports  for  all  these  countries  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $6,314,000,000.  That  total  of 
$6,000,000,000  would  be  financed  by  $3,- 
716,000,000  ECA  dollars,  and  they  would 
have  a  balance  of  $2,598,000,000  free  dol¬ 
lars.  That  is  the  total  for  all  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Now,  as  to  those 
free  dollars,  these  countries  can  buy 
whatever  they  desire  from  whatever 
country  they  wish;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Suppose  in  using 
those  free  dollars  they  buy  less  wheat, 
less  sugar,  less  meat  from  us  than  the 
amount  set  out  in  the  Senator’s  sum¬ 
mary?  Why  could  they  not  purchase 
in  the  United  States  the  entire  amount 
the  Senator’s  amendment  seeks  to  freeze, 
and  decrease  the  purchases  they  con¬ 
template  to  make  with  the  free  dollars, 
and  buy  whatever  else  they  need  from 
other  countries? 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  they  could 
do  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then  I  ask,  What  is 
the  object  of  the  Senator’s  amendment? 
Would  not  the  Senator’s  amendment  be 
useless  since  it  could  be  easily  bypassed? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No;  not  if  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand.  It  is  hard  to  follow 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sorry.  I  may 
not  make  my  point  clear.  I  have  before 
me  a  statement  evidently  prepared  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
which  shows  that  there  are  so  many  free 
dollars  to  be  used  by  the  ECA  countries 
to  purchase  wherever  or  whatever  they 
choose. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  do  not  have  to 
purchase  grain  with  ECA  free  dollars  to 
make  up  their  requirements.  They  can 
purchase  machinery  or  they  can  pur¬ 
chase  anything  they  desire.  If  that  is 
correct,  what  would  stop  them  from  uti¬ 
lizing  those  funds  to  buy  commodities 
other  than  grain?  The  Senator  has  in¬ 
dicated  in  the  last  column  of  his  sum¬ 
mary  the  sum  of  $280,000,000  as  being 
free  dollars  to  purchase  bread  grains. 
Does  not  the  summary  show  these 
figures? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  $280,000,000. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  That  is  the 
figure  in  the  last  column  to  the  right. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Instead  of  buying 
$280,000,000  worth  of  grain,  suppose  they 
bought  only  $100,000,000  worth  and  used 
the  $180,000,000  to  buy  something  else, 
and  relied  on  the  full  amount  of  ECA- 
financed  purchases  in  the  United  States 
for  their  supply  of  bread  grains? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  are  going  to 
spend  so  much,  and  ECA  is  going  to 
finance  up  to  a  certain  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  can  do  what 
they  please  with  their  free  dollars. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  agree.  Could  they 
not  spend  all  of  the  ECA-financed  funds 
for  the  grains  which  the  Senator  sets  out 
and  buy  less  grains  with  their  free 
dollars? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  nothing 
compelling  them  to  take  anything  at  all. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  point  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  emphasize  is  that  the  Senator’s 
amendment,  as  I  see  it,  may  become  in¬ 
effective  and  it  could  certainly  be  by¬ 
passed,  as  I  have  previously  indicated. 
It  will  not  accomplish  the  purpose  the 
Senator  has  in  mind  because  of  the  abil¬ 
ity  of  ERP  countries  to  buy  whatever 
they  please  with  their  ECA  free  dollars. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  no  effort 
here  to  control  the  free  dollars.  We  can¬ 
not  contol  them  and  should  not  have  any 
control  over  the  free  dollars. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  is  $587,400,000  ear¬ 
marked  for  cotton,  is  there  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  THYE.  In  the  event  the  amend¬ 
ment  were  to  prevail,  insofar  as  the  ECA 
budget  is  concerned,  the  appropriation 
which  would  be  made  available  to  ECA — 
$587,400,000 — would  have  to  be  expended 
for  cotton,  and  cotton  only.  If  they  did 
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not  expend  it  for  cotton,  it  would  even¬ 
tually  have  to  revert  to  the  Treasury  un¬ 
less  it  were  otherwise  disposed  of.  That 
is  correct,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  That  is  what  I  meant 
when  I  said  that  we  are  spelling  out  this 
proposal  in  the  act.  There  is  a  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  ECA  Act  which  makes  it 
mandatory  that  any  time  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  declares  any  commodity 
in  surplus,  ECA  funds  must  be  used  to 
purchase  the  surplus.  But  in  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  he  proposes  to  spell 
that  out  specifically.  He  specifies  cot¬ 
ton,  wool,  other  fibers,  coarse  grains, 
protein  feeds,  fertilizer,  and  so  forth. 
The  participating  countries  must  take 
those  commodities  in  specific  amounts. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  This  is  the  budget 
they  prepared.  It  is  called  an  illustra¬ 
tive  budget. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  freeze  the  illustrative  budget. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would  freeze  the 
total  which  would  be  required  to  buy 
all  these  commodities.  It  would  specify 
the  amount  to  be  used  for  agricultural 
commodities  which  are  in  surplus. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Thomas  of  Oklahoma  in  the  chair). 
Does  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  In  the  -event  they  did  not 
take  the  full  amount  in  cotton,  those 
dollars  could  not  be  used  for  any  other 
purpose. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  could  not  be 
used  for  buying  industrial  products. 

Mr.  THYE.  They  could  not  be  used 
for  wheat. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  they  could. 
It  is  the  amount  that  is  frozen. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  do  not  believe  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  Senator’s  amendment  is 
clear.  It  refers  to  the  ECA  budget  esti¬ 
mate  submitted  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  in  order  to 
determine  the  amount.  It  is  then  re¬ 
quired  that  that  amount  be  spent  here 
if  the  commodities  are  in  surplus. 

Mr.  THYE.  But  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  specifically  earmarks  each  item  in 
accordance  with  the  estimate  submitted 
by  the  ECA  Administrator.  Each  item  is 
specified — bread  grains,  fats  and  oils, 
sugar,  meats,  dairy  products,  other  foods, 
fertilizer,  cotton,  wool,  and  other  fibers. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  This  is  the  illustra¬ 
tive  budget;  and  in  order  to  determine 
the  amount,  this  chart  was  prepared  by 
the  ECA,  giving  us  these  figures,  show¬ 
ing  how  they  said  they  were  going  to 
spend  the  money. 

Mr.  THYE.  But  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  freezes  each  category. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  does  not  freeze 
each  category.  It  freezes  the  amount  for 
the  purchase  of  commodities  in  surplus, 
but  not  in  each  category,  in  my  opinion. 
They  could  use  any  of  this  ECA  money, 
up  to  the  amount  that  is  required,  to 
purchase  commodities  in  surplus.  They 
could  use  that  money  for  the  purchase  of 
surplus  commodities. 

Mr.  THYE.  Only  in  the  amounts 
spelled  out.  If  the  Secretary  said  there 


were  so  many  bales  of  cotton  available, 
and  if  he  said  that  was  surplus,  those 
dollars  would  be  frozen  for  the  purchase 
of  cotton  in  the  amount  specified  in  the 
budget  submitted  by  the  ECA. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  When  reference  is 
made  to  the  amount,  it  means  the  total 
amount.  We  could  not  write  it  out  in 
dollars,  and  say  “$1,500,000,000.”  We  did 
not  want  to  place  that  kind  of  limitation 
on  the  operations,  because  prices  fluc¬ 
tuate,  of  course.  But  to  the  extent  that 
the  illustrative  budget,  as  it  is  termed, 
shows  that  they  said  they  needed  money 
to  buy - 

Mr.  THYE.  Half  of  the  illustrative 
budget  is  earmarked  for  cotton  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  they 
said  they  wanted.  I  did  not  fix  the 
amount  of  cotton  they  said  they  wanted. 
But  this  amendment,  referring  to  kinds 
and  quantities,  is  to  determine  the 
amount  of  the  limitation.  Instead  of 
saying  “$1,000,000,000,”  we  determine  the 
amount  in  that  way. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  There  is  one  fac¬ 
tor  which  I  have  been  unable  to  under¬ 
stand  in  connection  with  the  mechanics 
of  operation  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted.  The  amendment  provides  that 
90  percent  of  the  amount  required  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  products,  determined  to  be  sur¬ 
plus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out 
in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Admin¬ 
istration  budget  justifications  submitted 
to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for 
any  other  financing. 

My  first  question  is  this:  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  ECA  budget  justifica¬ 
tion  sets  out  any  purchase  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities.  It  sets  out 
certain  kinds  and  quantities  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products  to  be  financed  in  the 
United  States  and  purchased  by  ECA 
funds,  but  not  as  surplus  agricultural 
products.  The  Senator  agrees  with  me 
to  that  extent;  does  he  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct ;  but 
as  they  are  determined  to  be  surplus — 
and  maijy  of  them  have  already  been  de¬ 
termined  to  be  surplus — this  amendment 
would  apply. 

Mr.  CORDON.  My  next  question  goes 
to  the  meat  of  the  problem.  There  would 
be  affected  by  the  amendment  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,673,400,000  in  money,  that  be¬ 
ing  the  total  amount  of  food  and  agri¬ 
cultural  imports  to  be  financed  from  ECA 
funds. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  What  figure  did 
the  Senator  use? 

Mr.  CORDON.  One  billion  six  hun¬ 
dred  and  seventy-three  million  four 
hundred  thousand  dollars. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  With  the  10-per¬ 
cent  reduction  it  is  $1,506,060,000. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  have  not  applied  the 
reduction.  I  am  taking  the  larger  figure. 
If  the  amendment  were  to  be  adopted,  it 
would  leave  in  effect  an  earmarking  of 
that  amount  of  money  for  a  specific  pur¬ 
pose,  on  condition  that  the  products  are 
declared  surplus.  The  Senator  agrees 
to  that,  does  he  not?. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  agree  that  far — 
except  that  the  products  are  already  sur¬ 
plus. 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  any  event,  all  the 
money  is  earmarked,  and  may  not  be 
otherwise  spent? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Assuming  that  all  the 
items  are  not  surplus,  or  have  not  been 
declared  surplus — dairy  products,  for 
example,  or  fertilizer,  protein  feeds,  fats 
and  oils,  sugar,  and  other  items — assum¬ 
ing  that  those  are  not  in  surplus,  or  if 
they  be  in  surplus  in  fact,  have  not  been 
declared  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  the  money  must  still  be  held 
as  earmarked,  must  it  not,  through  to  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year?  If  it  is  not  ear¬ 
marked  on  a  given  day,  it  conceivably 
might  be  earmarked  the  next  day.  Does 
the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  Unless  the  ECA  is 
going  to  spend  all  the  money  at  once. 
Whenever  any  of  our  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  become  surplus,  ECA  funds  to 
the  extend  required  for  the  purchase 
of  such  surplus  commodities  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  which  the  participating  countries 
planned  to  purchase  them,  would  be¬ 
come  earmarked  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  not  the  funds  al¬ 
ways  be  earmarked  because  of  the  fact 
that  they  may  be  required  at  some  time 
during  the  fiscal  year  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  So  long  as  the  com¬ 
modity  which  the  participating  countries 
intend  to  purchase  is  not  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  in  the  United  States  and  has  not  been 
declared  surplus,  the  funds  will  not  be 
earmarked. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Assuming  that  to  be 
so,  I  think  that  is  the  very  meat,  gristle, 
and  bone  of  this  proposition,  and  it 
presents  the  danger  which  I  apprehend 
in  the  amendment.  The  amendment 
does  not  indicate  the  time  during  the 
fiscal  year  when  the  particular  agricul¬ 
tural  product  will  become  surplus  or  will 
be  declared  to  be  in  surplus  supply.  The 
restriction  or  earmarking  will  apply,  as 
I  understand,  not  to  commodities  which 
are  in  surplus  supply  as  of  the  date  of  the 
signing  of  the  act,  but  to  commodities 
which  are  surplus  as  of  November,  De¬ 
cember,  or  January. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  course,  it  is  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  to  have  the 
participating  countries  use  the  UCA 
funds  for  the  purchase  of  agricultural 
commodities  in  surplus  supply  in  the 
United  States,  to  the  extent  that  such 
countries  intended  to  buy  those  kinds  of 
agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  CORDON.  But  the  point  I  am 
getting  at  is  this:  When  may  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administrator  say  as 
a  matter  of  law  that  any  of  these  dollars 
have  become  free  dollars  which  may  be 
used  for  purposes  other  than  for  the 
purchase  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  in  the  amounts  specified? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  As  of  the  date 
when  this  bill  becomes  law,  there  would 
be  an  immediate  earmarking  of  the 
amount  of  the  ECA  funds  necessary  for 
the  purchase  of  United  States  agricul¬ 
tural  surplus  commodities  of  the  kind 
which  the  participating  countries  have 
indicated  they  intend  to  purchase,  and  ia 
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the  amounts  they  have  indicated  they 
intend  to  purchase  them. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  remainder  of 
the  ECA  funds  would  be  free,  not  ear¬ 
marked.  But  there  would  be  an  ear¬ 
marking  of  whatever  amount  of  the  ECA 
funds  would  be  required  for  the  purchase 
of  such  surplus  agricultural  quantities, 
of  the  kinds  the  participating  countries 
had  indicated  they  desired  to  purchase, 
and  in  the  quantities  they  had  indicated 
they  intended  or  desired  to  purchase 
them.  That  earmarking  would  occur  at 
the  time  when  the  bill  goes  into  effect. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Would  the  Senator 
say,  then,  that  the  legal  effect  of  the 
amendment,  as  he  understands  it,  is  the 
same  as  it  would  be  if  it  read  as  follows: 

Ninety  percent  of  the  amount  required  to 
finance  the  procurement  of  agricultural 
products  which  are  In  surplus  supply  as  of 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act,  and 
are  so  declared  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  If  I  understand  the  Senator’s 
question,  I  reply  by  saying  that  I  think 
the  amendment  earmarks  whatever 
amount  of  ECA  funds  would  be  required 
for  the  purchase  of  the  quantities  and 
kinds  of  surplus  United  States  agricul¬ 
tural  products — surplus  as  of  the  time 
of  the  enactment  of  the  act — correspond¬ 
ing  to  the  kinds  and  amounts  of  such 
agricultural  commodities  the  participat¬ 
ing  countries  say  they  want  and  need. 
That  amount  of  money  would  immedi¬ 
ately  be  earmarked  for  that  purpose,  and 
could  not  be  spent  for  any  other  purpose. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  familiar  with  the  time  when  many 
crops  are  harvested,  to  the  extent  that  I 
can  anticipate  when  a  declaration  of  the 
existence  of  a  surplus  might  safely  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
However,  I  have  one  such  crop  in  mind, 
namely,  sugar.  Sugar-beet  production 
is  rather  a  sizable  agricultural  industry 
in  the  West,  and  the  sugar  beets  are 
harvested  later  than  this  time.  The 
amount  of  sugar  available  is  determined 
considerably  later.  What  would  be  the 
effect  of  this  amendment,  as  it  relates 
to  the  earmarking  of  ECA  funds  for  the 
purchase  of  sugar,  if  a  surplus  actually 
were  created  at  a  time  following  the 
enactment  of  this  act? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Whenever  sugar 
was  declared  surplus,  any  unexpended 
ECA  funds  would  be  earmarked  to  the 
extent  required  for  the  purchase  of  the 
amount  of  sugar  which  the  participating 
countries  had  not  been  able  to  purchase 
up  to  that  time,  but  had  declared  they 
wished  to  purchase  or  needed. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Then,  according  to  the 
view  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  in 
any  event  the  funds  are  to  be  earmarked 
for  the  purchase  of  the  kinds  and 
amounts  of  food  indicated  in  the  justifi¬ 
cation,  even  though  they  may  be  pur¬ 
chased  elsewhere.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Even  though  they 
may  be  purchased  elsewhere? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes;  elsewhere  than  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  earmark  only 
what  is  required  for  the  purchase  of  the 
kinds  and  quantities  of  such  crops,  in 
surplus  supply  in  the  United  States. 


which  the  participating  countries  have 
said  they  wanted.  That  is  all  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  do. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  trying  in  my 
clumsy  way  to  translate  the  language  of 
the  amendment  into  action  and  to  apply 
the  old  rule  that  we  test  a  law  by  what 
may  be  done  under  it,  rather  than  by 
what  is  said  as  of  the  moment  to  be  its 
purpose. 

If  we  are  to  have  available,  for  pur¬ 
chases  in  this  country,  the  sums  of  ECA 
money  necessary  for  the  purchase  of 
a  surplus  agricultural  commodity,  which 
surplus  originates  after  the  enactment 
of  this  measure,  it  would  appear  to  me 
that  we  must  earmark  the  funds  and 
must  hold  them  for  at  least  the  purchase 
of  the  kind  of  food  mentioned  in  the 
justification,  and  in  the  amount  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  justification,  or  else  we 
cannot  know  what  amount  of  the  funds 
will  remain  available  for  use  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  such  surplus  commodities. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  think  the 
amendment  goes  that  far;  I  cannot  in¬ 
terpret  it  in  that  way. 

When  it  goes  into  effect,  it  will  ear¬ 
mark  only  the  amount  of  ECA  funds 
which  will  be  required  for  the  purchase 
of  commodities  which  now  are  in  surplus. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  will  yield  for  a 
further  observation,  let  me  say  I  hope 
he  will  give  consideration  to  a  clarifica¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  to  the  extent  of 
making  it  applicable  only  to  food  sur¬ 
pluses  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  act. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  a  point  of  order 
is  not  made  against  the  amendment,  we 
might  be  able  to  give  consideration  to 
those  matters. - 

Of  course,  it  is  not  our  purpose  in  of¬ 
fering  the  amendment  to  attempt  to 
cripple  this  program.  Our  purpose  is 
simply  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  at  the  same  time  do 
for  the  participating  countries  what  they 
say  they  need  us  to  do  for  them,  insofar 
as  these  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
are  concerned.  That  is  what  we  are 
hoping  and  trying  to  do. 

Mi-.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  will  further  yield, 
let  me  say  that  I  am  in  full  sympathy 
with  what  he  seeks  to  do.  There  can 
be  no  question  in  my  mind  as  to  his  sin¬ 
cerity  in  attempting  to  do  it.  If  I  can 
find  a  way  to  help  him  do  it,  I  wish  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  CORDON.  But  I  wish  to  be  sure 
that  we  know  what  we  are  doing,  and 
that  we  do  not  do  something  we  are  not 
trying  to  do. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  understand. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
desires  to  proceed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 
I  do  not  want  to  keep  the  floor  all  after¬ 
noon. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  a  question  somewhat  along 
the  line  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 


was  interrogating  him  a  little  while  ago. 
I  want  to  be  sure  I  understand  just 
what  is  contemplated  by  the  amend¬ 
ment.  Am  I  correct  in  understanding 
that  under  the  Economic  Cooperation 
budget  justification,  $1,673,400,000  are 
set  out  as  the  total  food  and  agricultural 
imports? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No.  That  is  the 
total  that  was  going  to  be  financed  by 
ECA  dollars. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  should  have  said  by 
ECA  dollars.  Ninety  percent  of  that 
would  be  $1,506,060,000,  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  referred.  That 
is  correct;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  calculation 
was  made  by  someone  else,  but  I  believe 
it  to  be  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  have  it  here,  and 
I  think  it  is  $1,506,060,000  which  is  90 
percent  of  $1,673,400,000.  I  under¬ 
stand — and  if  I  am  wrong,  I  wish 
the  Senator  would  correct  me,  though 
I  am  inclined  to  think  he  disagrees  with 
me,  from  his  discussion  with  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota — I  understand  the  fair 
meaning  of  the  language  in  this  amend¬ 
ment,  where  it  refers  to  “the  kinds  and 
in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic 
Cooperation  budget  justification,”  to  be 
as  follows:  I  would  understand  that  as 
we  go  down  this  tabulation,  “bread 
grains,  465.1,”  when  we  earmark  and  set 
aside  a  total  of  $1,506,060,000  for  the  ag¬ 
gregate  of  food  and  agricultural  im¬ 
ports,  we  are  earmarking  90  percent  of 
$465,100,000  for  bread  grains,  making 
$418,600,000.  Does  the  Senator  agree 
with  me  on  that? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  To  that  extent  the 
funds  would  be  earmarked,  if  bread 
grains  were  in  surplus. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Very  well.  I  assume 
the  Senator  is  considering  that  the  ECA 
considers  bread  grains  as  including  not 
only  wheat  but  corn  as  well. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  assume  it  does. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Of  course,  in  our 
country  up  to  the  present  moment  we 
cannot  tell  whether  there  is  going  to  be 
a  surplus  when  the  corn  crop  is  in,  can 
we? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  could  not  tell 
as  to  other  crops;  no. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Now,  drop  down  for 
a  moment,  to  illustrate  my  point,  to  to¬ 
bacco,  $110,000,000,  90  percent  of  which 
would  be  $99,000,000.  The  Senator  does 
not  mean,  does  he,  that  if  it  develops  that 
tobacco  is  the  only  item  in  all  this  list 
of  food  and  agricultural  products  that 
shall  prove  to  be  in  surplus,  unlikely 
though  that  should  be,  that  90  percent  of 
$1,673,400,000  or  $1,506,060,000,  could  be 
devoted  to  purchasing  tobacco,  and 
would  be  required  to  be  so  devoted? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  that  were  all 
the  only  crop  in  surplus,  that  would  be 
the  only  amount  that  would  ever  be 
frozen.  Nothing  would  be  frozen  until 
there  was  a  surplus. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  If  the  Senator  does 
not  mind,  I  should  like  to  state  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  language.  It  may  not 
be  correct  and  it  may  be  subject  to  de¬ 
bate,  but  I  think  the  fair  meaning  of 
the  language  in  line  5,  page  4,  of  the  act, 
where  it  uses  the  words  “the  kinds  and 
in  the  quantities  set  out,”  and  so  forth, 
is  that  from  the  time  the  appropriation 
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bill  passes,  90  percent  of  $1,673,400,000  is 
earmarked  for  food  and  agricultural  im¬ 
ports,  namely,  $1,506,060,000.  That 
amount  is  broken  down,  according  to  the 
justification  on  the  sheet  entitled  “Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration,’’  so 
that,  to  illustrate,  on  bread  grains  there 
is  earmarked  90  percent  of  465.1,  namely, 
418.6,  and  on  fats  and  oils,  80  percent  of 
93.1,  to  wit,  83.79;  and  so  on  down  the  list. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
plete  the  thought.  Subject  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  correction  if  I  am  in  error,  it  would 
seem  to  me  under  the  language  as  set 
forth  in  the  amendment,  if  there  should 
prove  to  be  no  surplus  of  bread  grains, 
taking  that  as  a  hypothesis,  there  could 
not  be  added  to  the  amount  for  fats  and 
oils  which  would  be  required  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  from  surplus,  the  unexpended 
part  of  the  418.6  set  aside  for  bread 
grains.  As  I  see  it,  the  fair  meaning  of 
this  language,  “the  kinds  and  in  the 
quantities  set  out  in  this  page,”  and  so 
forth,  means  that  as  to  one  of  these  par¬ 
ticular  items,  bread  grains,  90  percent  of 
465.1  is  frozen  for  the  purchase  of  bread 
grains,  and  if  there  should  prove  to  be 
no  surplus,  that  particular  part  would 
revert  and  would  not  be  used  by  the  ECA. 
Likewise,  under  this  requirement,  in  the 
case  of  fats  and  oils — 90  percent  of 
93.1 — if  there  should  prove  to  be  no  sur¬ 
plus  in  that  item,  I  assume  83.79,  which 
is  90  percent  of  93.1,  would  revert  and 
could  not  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
other  items. 

Obviously,  we  cannot  tell  from  time  to 
time  whether  dairy  products  are  going 
to  be  in  surplus,  and  I  cannot  conceive 
that  the  bill  would  fairly  mean  that  we 
are  to  decide  whether  there  is  in  surplus 
as  of  the  date  the  bill  goes  into  effect,  be¬ 
cause  the  bill  runs  for  a  period  of  a  year, 
I  believe.  So,  as  we  proceed  down  the 
list,  it  would  appear  to  me  that  the 
$1,506,060,000  earmarked  for  “food  and 
agricultural  imports”  are  broken  down 
into  the  respective  components,  and  that 
as  to  each  one,  unless  there  shall  prove 
to  be  a  surplus  in  the  aggregate  amount 
specified  as  90  percent  of  the  amount  set 
forth  in  this  justification,  there  would 
be  a  reversion  to  the  Treasury  and  the 
money  could  not  be  used  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  So,  if,  for  illustration,  tobacco 
should  prove  by  any  possibility,  which  is 
doubtless  an  improbability,  to  be  the  only 
item  in  surplus,  the  only  amount  of  this 
total  of  $1,506,060,000  which  could  be 
used  at  all  under  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  99  for  tobacco.  Am  I 
correct  in  that  understanding? 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  I  do  not  think  so, 
if  I  understand  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri.  I  may  say  to  him  that  none  of 
these  funds  are  frozen  except  where 
there  is  a  surplus,  and  they  can  spend 
them  anywhere  they  want;  they  can  buy 
them  anywhere  they  can  find  them  in 
any  market,  anywhere.  It  is  only  when 
we  have  a  surplus  here  that  the  amount 
necessary  to  buy  the  kinds  and  quanti¬ 
ties  the  participating  countries  said 
they  wanted  would  be  earmarked,  but  as 
to  the  rest  of  the  money,  so  long  as  there 
is  no  surplus,  they  can  take  the  money 
and  buy  the  products  wherever  they  find 
them. 


Mr.  DONNELL.  I  understand.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a 
further  question? 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  understand  that 
point.  But  it  seems  to  me,  when  we  real¬ 
ize  the  amendment  will  lie  with  the  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation  administration  for 
administration,  it  means  that  $1,506,- 
060,000  are  earmarked  for  the  total  of 
food  and  agricultural  imports,  but  the 
$1,506,060,000  are  so  broken  down  as  to 
refer  specifically  to  each  one  of  the  items, 
some  12  or  15,  as  I  recall,  under  the 
heading  of  “food  and  agricultural  im¬ 
ports,”  and  that  if  there  should  fail  to 
be  a  surplus  in  any  one  of  them,  the 
amount  so  frozen  and  set  aside  could 
not  be  expended  for  anything  other  than 
the  particular  item.  That,  I  think, 
would  be  the  reasonable  interpretation 
of  the  language  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  not  at  all 
the  correct  interpretation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  in  my  judgment.  It  does  not  freeze 
those  funds. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Supposing  the  re¬ 
verse  to  be  true,  that  all  the  items  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  justification  were  in  sur¬ 
plus,  would  not  all  these  funds  then  be 
frozen  for  those  items  in  the  same  pro¬ 
portion  as  shown  in  the  table? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct; 
they  would  be  frozen,  yes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Supposing  another 
agricultural  commodity  which  hereto¬ 
fore  has  not  been  declared  surplus  should 
become  surplus  in  the  coming  year;  could 
it  then  be  included  in  any  of  these  items. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes;  when  it  is  de¬ 
clared  surplus,  to  the  extent  the  money 
was  available  for  its  purchase. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  all  the  items  on 
the  list  were  in  surplus,  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  amendment  would  freeze  the 
funds  in  proportion  to  the  justification 
shown  in  the  table.  That  does  not  in¬ 
clude  all  agricultural  products  raised  in 
the  United  States.  Let  us  take  apples 
and  pears,  or  lumber,  which  is  an  agri¬ 
cultural  product — supposing  lumber  were 
declared  surplus  in  the  coming  year. 
Would  lumber,  apples,  and  pears  not  be 
included? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  think  lum¬ 
ber  is  regarded  as  an  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  in  the  sense  we  use  that  term. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  is  so  used  in  our 
country. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Let  us  assume  it 
is  an  agricultural  commodity. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Let  us  take  for  ex¬ 
ample  apples  and  pears. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  are  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  They  would  not  be 
available.  Their  purchase  would  not  be 
authorized  with  these  funds;  is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  no  break¬ 
down  of  other  products.  I  do  not  know 
what  is  included  in  the  item  “miscel¬ 
laneous.” 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Would  not  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  ECA,  if  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  adopted,  take  it  as  a  di¬ 
rective  to  continue  to  buy  in  the  United 


States  those  products  which  the  ECA 
theretofore  bought,  if  they  are  considered 
agricultural  products? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know  what 
is  included  under  “other  foods.”  I  as¬ 
sume  that  is  an  abbreviation. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  an  agricultural 
product  not  included  in  this  table  be 
declared  surplus  in  the  coming  year, 
would  it  not  be  almost  impossible  for  the 
ECA  to  purchase  that  product? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know  why 
it  would  be  impossible. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  ECA  would 
have  no  money,  because  the  money  would 
be  frozen  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing 
other  products. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  an  esti¬ 
mated  amount.  What  is  in  the  complete 
break-down  of  the  list,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Suppose  the  break¬ 
down  does  not  include  any  agricultural 
product  becoming  surplus  in  the  coming 
year - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  assume  they  have 
the  information  somewhere,  although 
they  did  not  give  it  in  full  in  the  budget 
which  they  submitted.  There  are  prob¬ 
ably  many  minor  items  included  in  the 
‘‘other  foods”  item. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  still  trying 
to  assume  a  case  of  a  product  which  is 
not  included  and  which  would  become 
surplus.  Would  it  not  be  virtually  im¬ 
possible,  if  the  funds  are  frozen,  for  ECA 
to  purchase  that  product? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  The  Senator  may  say 
that  this  is  an  improbable  assumption, 
and  perhaps  it  is,  but  it  illustrates  the 
point  which  I  have  in  mind.  Suppose 
there  should  prove  to  be  at  no  time  dur¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  the  appropriation 
bill  a  surplus  in  any  one  of  the  items 
under  the  head  of  “Food  and  agricultural' 
imports”  as  to  which  there  is  set  aside 
by  the  Senator’s  amendment  $1,506,000,- 
000;  suppose  there  never  is  a  surplus  of 
any  one  of  those  items:  The  entire 
amount  of  money  would  not  and  could 
not  be  used  under  the  terms  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  is  available  for 
purchase  anywhere  in  the  world. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  But  it  would  not  be 
required  to  be  used,  under  the  terms  of 
the  Senator’s  amendment,  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  commodities  in  our  country? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  So  that  as  the  $1,- 
506,000,000  there  would  be  a  reverter  be¬ 
cause  it  could  be  used  only  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  buying  in  the  United  States  the 
kinds  and  quantities - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  those  that  are 
in  surplus. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  If  none  of  them  was 
in  surplus,  the  money  could  not  be  used 
for  anything  else. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  wherever  they 
wanted  to  expend  it.  It  would  not  be 
frozen.  There  is  nothing  frozen  and 
nothing  that  reverts,  except  as  to  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus.  The 
money  would  be  available  to  purchase 
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these  commodities  anywhere  they  could 
find  them. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 

yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  peaches,  pears,  and  apples  about 
which  the  Senator  from  Washington 
was  speaking  would  fall  into  the  cate¬ 
gory  of  other  foods? 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  should  think  so. 
Whether  apples  are  actually  listed  in  the 
complete  break-down  of  products,  I  do 
not  know. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  There  is  so  much 
money  for  the  purchase  of  agricultural 
products.  If  apples,  pears,  and  peaches 
were  not  included,  if  these  items  were 
frozen,  I  do  not  see  how  they  could  be 
purchased  if  they  were  later  on  declared 
surplus. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Is  it  possible  to  get 
a  list  of  the  items  which  constitute  “other 
foods”? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  assume  it  is  like 
all  other  things.  There  are  some  mis¬ 
cellaneous  items.  I  assume  they  were 
put  in  “other  foods”  to  cover  the  whole 
matter. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  other  foods  re¬ 
ferred  to  are  clearly  defined  on  page  839 
of  the  hearings.  They  are  rice,  eggs, 
dried  fruit,  dry  legumes,  those  items  be¬ 
ing  produced  in  the  United  States,  and 
cocoa  beans  and  coffee,  which  are,  of 
course,  not  produced  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CAFEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  is  evidently  the 
intention  of  the  Administrator  never  to 
buy  any  apples,  peaches,  or  pears.  . 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  If  it  is  not  the  in¬ 
tention,  they  have  not  bought  them  to 
date. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Does  the  Senator  agree 
with  me  that  whatever  estimate  is  sub¬ 
mitted  with  respect  to  the  various  com¬ 
modities  which  are  in  surplus,  whether 
it  be  under  specific  headings  or  whether 
it  be  under  “Other  foods,”  it  is  not  bind¬ 
ing  on  the  Administrator  or  anyone  else? 
All  he  has  done  has  been  to  give  the 
information  for  the  benefit  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  if  they  want  it  to  include 
apples,  peaches,  and  pears,  even  though 
they  were  not  mentioned  in  the  hearing, 
the  Administrator  would  have  the  money 
available  to  purchase  them,  but  under 
the  Senator’s  amendment  he  would  be 
tied  hand  and  foot. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No;  I  do  not  think 
that  statement  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  understood  the 
Senator  to  respond  to  one  of  my  ques¬ 


tions  a  moment  ago  to  the  general  effect 
tht  if  there  should  prove  to  be  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  none  of  the  items  listed 
under  “Food  and  agricultural  imports” 
should  be  in  surplus,  the  $1,506,000,000 
could  be  used  to  buy  products  anywhere 
the  countries  wanted  to  buy  them. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Is  it  not  true,  how¬ 
ever,  that  under  the  terms  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  these  funds,  broken  down  as  I  have 
indicated  under  the  various  items  of 
food  and  agricultural  imports,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  be  set  aside  and  frozen  until 
the  Administrator  can  ascertain  whether 
there  is  a  determination  that  any  of  these 
items  is  in  surplus,  and,  consequently, 
until  there  is  a  determination  as  to 
whether,  for  instance,  dairy  products  are 
in  surplus,  the  amount  set  aside  as  90 
percent  of  the  dairy  products  item  can¬ 
not  be  used  to  buy  anywhere  else? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  can  buy  anywhere  any  of  the 
items,  and  can  spend  any  of  this  money 
for  the  purpose  of  buying  them,  so  long 
as  they  are  not  declared  surplus,  but  if 
they  are  declared  surplus,  then,  to  the 
extent  of  the  amount  stated  as  that 
which  they  intend  to  buy,  the  amount  is 
frozen  and  is  not  available  for  any  other 
financing  except  to  buy  those  items 
which  are  in  surplus. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Does  the  Senator, 
then,  construe  the  amendment  to  mean 
that  if  on  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this 
bill  and  its  becoming  law,  if  there  were 
no  surplus,  the  ECA  could  use  all  the 
money - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  would  not 
be  any  of  it  frozen  until  some  product 
were  declared  surplus. 

I  do  not  know  that  I  have  discussed  all 
the  points  I  wished  to  make,  and  I  shall 
proceed  further. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Supposing  that  6 
months  after  the  law  goes  into  effect  the 
Administrator  had  purchased  half  of  the 
amount  set  aside,  and  then  a  product 
becomes  surplus;  how  much,  then,  would 
be  available  to  purchase  it?  I  am  won¬ 
dering  how  it  applies. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Whatever  they 
have  purchased  in  some  other  country, 
whatever  they  lacked  in  quantity,  to  that 
extent  the  funds  would  be  frozen.  The 
only  new  burden  placed  on  the  ECA  by 
the  amendment  is  the  requirement  of  a 
bookkeeping  transaction.  That  is  what 
it  actually  amounts  to.  The  dollars  we 
have  already  provided  for  buying  these 
surplus  crops  are  dollars  which  we  made 
available  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration.  If  we  let  them  have  dollars 
with  which  to  buy  the  crops  which  are  in 
surplus,  then  those  dollars  go  back  into 
the  Treasury,  and  reimburse  the  Treas¬ 
ury  for  the  money  we  have  already  spent 
for  the  commodities.  If  we  do  not  do 
that,  then  we  have  to  go  to  the  Treasury 
and  get  dollars  and  give  them  to  the 
people  of  the  ECA  countries  to  spend. 
So,  instead  of  reducing  the  national 
debt,  or  holding  it  at  its  present  level,  by 
making  available  to  those  countries  in 
this  manner  commodities  we  have  al¬ 
ready  bought,  we  merely  borrow  more 
money  and  add  to  the  national  debt,  and 


give  the  ECA  countries  the  money  to 
spend  wherever  they  want  to. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  did  not  follow  the 
Senator  in  his  first  illustration.  For  a 
moment  it  sounded  to  me  almost  like  the 
Townsend  plan.  As  to  the  dollars  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  gets, 
does  it  get  them  from  moneys  we  appro¬ 
priate? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  borrow  it 
from  the  Treasury,  as  I  understand.  Is 
not  that  correct? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  believe  we  give 
them  power  to  borrow  money  from  the 
Treasury.  That  is  my  recollection. 

In  no  instance  does  the  amendment 
require  or  compel  Europe,  or  any  coun¬ 
try  in  Europe,  to  take  any  commodity  in 
excess  of  its  reasonable  needs.  The 
press  has  tremendously  misrepresented 
this  proposition.  It  is  stated  that  we  are 
going  to  compel  them  to  take  what  they 
do  not  need,  that  we  are  going  to  dump 
our  surpluses  on  them.  There  is  no 
truth  in  that.  We  do  not  compel  them 
to  take  anything  they  do  not  need. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
that  is  where  I  have  such  difficulty  in 
following  the  Senator’s  statement.  Does 
he  not  require  them  either  to  take  what 
they  said  they  wanted  last  February, 
even  though  they  say  in  July  they  do  not 
need  it  at  all,  or  else  sacrifice  the  entire 
sum  involved? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Certainly  we  can 
keep  the  money  in  the  Treasury  if  they 
find  they  do  not  need  it  and  let  us  hope 
they  find  they  do  not  need  it,  and  let  us 
keep  more  money  in  the  Treasury.  That 
is  exactly  what  I  am  trying  to  do.  That 
is  exactly  the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 
I  do  not  feel  they  are  under  any  compul¬ 
sion  as  to  this  money. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  desire  to  find 
out  what  the  Senator  means  when  he 
says  they  are  under  no  compulsion. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  do  not  have 
to  buy  one  bit  of  the  goods  if  they  do  not 
need  them  and  do  not  want  them. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Except  as  they 
said  they  wanted  them  in  February  and 
find  out  in  September  they  do  not  need 
them. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  do  not  get  the 
dollars  to  spend  for  something  elSe,  that 
is  exactly  correct,  and  that  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  bring  about.  They  have  given 
us  a  budget.  It  is  not  a  performance 
budget,  it  is  one  that  was  to  appeal  to  us, 
to  show  us,  to  try  to  convince  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  they  needed  so  much  money 
for  the  program.  If  they  find  they  do 
not  need  it — and  I  hope  they  will  find 
they  do  not  need  it — let  us  keep  the 
money.  They  have  not  had  two  pro¬ 
grams  of  expenditure.  Then  why  should 
we  let  them  build  up  a  new  program,  or 
do  something  else  they  had  not  antici¬ 
pated  they  would  do,  or  which  they  had 
not  represented  to  Congress  they  would 
do  with  the  money  if  they  got  it? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  In  other  words, 
if  they  decide  in  September  that  they 
have  no  use  whatever  for  an  item  which 
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they  listed  in  February,  there  is  no  com¬ 
pulsion  whatever  except  that  they  take 
it — or  else. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No  compulsion  at 
all.  We  do  not  want  them  to  take  any¬ 
thing  they  do  not  need.  There  is  no 
compulsion.  One  may  arrange  for  a  loan 
of  credit  at  a  bank,  or  at  a  store.  There 
is  no  compulsion  on  him  to  use  the  credit. 
If  he  does  not  use  it,  he  does  not  get  the 
goods.  All  we  are  saying  here  is,  “You 
have  represented  to  the  ECA  and  to  the 
Congress  that  this  is  your  best  judgment 
about  what  you  are  going  to  need  this 
money  for  the  coming  year.”  That  is  it 
exactly.  We  have  said,  “We  are  willing 
to  give  you  that  much  money,  but  you 
represent  to  us  that  you  want  so  much 
of  that  money  with  which  to  buy  certain 
commodities.  We  will  let  you  have  the 
money  for  that  purpose,  but  if  you  do 
not  use  it  fo  rthat  purpose,  we  keep  the 
money.  We  do  not  let  you  have  it  for 
some  other  purpose.”  That  is  exactly 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  president,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  I  wish  to 
ask  the  Senator  a  question.  Let  us  take 
the  chart  which  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  passed  around  to  the  Members  of  the 
Senate.  I  have  just  been  examining  it 
since  he  passed  it  around.  The  first  item 
is  “Food  and  agricultural  imports.”  In 
the  left  column  the  ECA' countries  are 
shown  as  anticipating  that  they  will  buy 
$1,040,000,000  worth  of  food  in  the  United 
States  in  fiscal  1950.  The  last  two 
columns  equal  that  column  on  the  chart. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  believe  that  is 
correct 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  next  to  the  last 
column  requires  that  if  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  determines  that  there  is  a 
surplus  of  any  one  of  these  commodities, 
then  ECA  is  required  to  spend  in  the 
United  States  the  amount  in  the  second 
column  from  the  right  to  purchase  those 
goods  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That,  by  the  way,  is 
a  justification  under  which  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  finally  made.  We  argued  in 
the  committee  about  the  justification 
and  the  amount.  ECA  comes  forward 
and  says,  “We  want  dairy  products  in 
the  United  States,  and  we  are  going  to 
buy  $55,100,000  worth.”  In  the  next  to 
the  right  hand  column  it  is  indicated 
they  are  going  to  use  ECA  dollars  for  the 
amount  that  is  justified  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  setting  out  the  needs  under  the 
justification,  which  is  $46,900,000.  The 
balance  of  it  they  buy  in  the  United 
States  with  their  own  dollars.  The  ECA 
has  not  anything  to  do  about  it.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  WHERRY.  If  ECA  gets  dairy 
products,  let  us  say  cheese,  to  such  an 
extent  that  when  the  time  comes  to 
finance  the  $46,900,000  ECA  needs  only 
half  that  amount,  under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  the  ECA  could  not  use  the 
balance  of  the  $46,900,000  for  anything 
else.  Is  not  that  correct? 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  absolutely 
correct.  That  is  exactly  what  the 
amendment  does. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Where  is  there  any 
compulsion  there?  If  they  did  not  need 
cheese,  what  would  ECA  compel  them 
to  do?  Would  we  compel  the  United 
States  taxpayer  to  put  up  $46,000,000  in 
money  under  the  justification  that  they 
wanted  cheese  when  they  did  not  need 
cheese  at  all?  That  is  exactly  what  is 
proposed.  There  is  no  compulsion 
at  all. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  they  find  that 
they  do  not  need  it - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Why  should  we  spend 
the  money? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  compulsion  is 
on  American  taxpayers.  Some  seem  de¬ 
termined  to  spend  this  money  anyway. 
I  am  trying  to  show  that  we  are  not  going 
to  spend  it  anyway.  We  say,  “We  are  go¬ 
ing  to  give  it  to  you  for  what  you  said 
you  needed  or  wanted,  and  not  for  some¬ 
thing  else.  We  are  putting  compulsion 
on  the  taxpayer  of  this  Nation  to  foot  the 
bill,  to  borrow  dollars  which  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  spend  whether  you  need  it  or  not.” 
That  is  exactly  where  the  compulsion  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  one  thing  I  should  like  to  know,  be¬ 
cause  I  am  trying  to  get  the  amendment 
analyzed.  Food  includes  bread  grains, 
fats,  meats,  and  other  foods.  If  ECA 
finds  that  it  does  not  need  the  justifica¬ 
tion  of  $46,000,000  for  cheese,  is  the  ECA 
Administrator  entitled  to  used  it  for  any 
other  food  in  that  bracket? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  say  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  want 
to  know. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  he  can,  be¬ 
cause  we  freeze  it  only  as  to  kinds,  in 
order  to  determine  the  amount. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Could  the  ECA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  use  the  $46,900,000  to  buy 
feed  and  fertilizer? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  he  could. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  is  where  I  would 
disagree  with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  If  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  will  read  the  Record,  I 
believe  he  will  find  that  for  the  past 
hour  we  have  been  discussing  this  par¬ 
ticular  subject,  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  one  view  and  the  Senate 
has  another. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  sure  that  I 
have  another  view,  because  I  have  not 
read  the  Record.  But  there  is  one  thing 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas.  A  Senator  told 
me  that  he  felt  that  section  112  of  the 
basic  act,  would  accomplish  the  same 
purpose  as  the  McClellan  amendment 
seeks  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  it  is  already  in 
the  law,  what  objection  can  there  be  to 
restating  it? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  my  opinion,  it  is 
not  in  the  law. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  in  that  statement. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  re¬ 
call  the  proposal  made  last  year  with  re¬ 
spect  to  cheese? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  cannot  say  that 
I  recall  it 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Here  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  McClellan  amendment 
and  what  is  contained  in  the  present  law. 
There  is  no  penalty  provided  in  the  basic 
act.  I  have  forgotten  the  date  involved, 
but  prior  to  the  time  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  declared  cheese  to  be  in  sur¬ 
plus,  cheese  was  bought  in  Canada  for 
allocation  to  certain  European  countries. 
After  cheese  was  declared  to  be  in  sur¬ 
plus  in  the  United  States  it  was  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  money  must  be  used  to 
buy  cheese  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
allocation  was  made.  But  that  was  not 
done.  ECA  countries  used  their  own 
money  to  buy  cheese  in  Canada.  Under 
the  McClellan  amendment  they  would 
be  required  to  take  the  ECA  dollars  and 
buy  the  cheese  for  which  they  show  a 
justification,  if  cheese  is  declared  to  be 
in  surplus  in  the  United  States.  I  ask, 
what  is  wrong  about  that? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  through.  I 
wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
another  question. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  desires  to  ask 
me  another  question. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  asked  if  any  Senator 
has  objection  to  what  he  said,  and  I 
should  like  to  make  a  statement  on  that 
po*nt.  However,  I  can  do  so  later. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  defer  now,  if  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  wishes  to  reply. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  that  if  his  inter¬ 
pretation  is  correct - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Interpretation  of 
what? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Of  the  McClel¬ 
lan  amendment,  that  it  would  utterly 
deny  the  Administrator  the  discretion 
under  section  105  (a)  (1)  of  the  act, 
which  says  that  he  “shall  review  and  ap¬ 
praise  the  requirement  of  participating 
countries  for  assistance  under  the  terms 
of  this  title.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  has  made 
my  argument.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
contend. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  No;  may  I  say 
this?  Under  the  Senator’s  interpreta¬ 
tion,  the  Administrator’s  discretion  is 
frozen  in  February  for  the  rest  of  the 
year. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  the  Senator  if 
the  basic  act  is  not  supposed  to  carry  a 
prohibition,  but  does  not  provide  for  any 
penalty?  Does  the  Senator  mean  to  say 
that  if  they  decide  in  February  they  want 
to  use  $50,000,000  to  spend  for  cheese 
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that  later  they  can  decide  to  spend  it 
for  anything  else  they  want  to?  That 
does  not  make  sense,  if  what  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  do  is  to  protect  ourselves  in  the 
matter  of  surpluses. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  exactly  what 
can  be  done  as  the  law  is  now. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  I  am 
trying  to  prevent.  I  think  it  is  in  the 
Interest  of  the  Nation  that  we  not  sim¬ 
ply  throw  dollars  away.  Some  people 
seem  to  feel  that  we  must  get  rid  of  this 
money  somehow.  I  do  not  feel  that  way 
about  it,  and  I  think  the  time  has  come 
when  we  should  declare  that  we  do  not 
feel  that  way  about  it. 

I  wish  to  make  a  further  observation. 
The  spending  of  money  in  Europe  to  en¬ 
able  its  people  to  recover,  if  it  is  not  ef¬ 
fective,  if  it  is  not  securing  results,  is 
weakening  us  on  the  domestic  front  by 
that  much,  and  unless  we  are  building 
over  there  a  strength  comparable  to  the 
extent  to  which  we  are  weakening  our¬ 
selves  here  it  will  be  a  bad  bargain  in 
the  end. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Unless  the  McClellan 
amendment,  or  an  amendment  similar 
thereto,  is  adopted,  to  make  the  basic  act 
effectual,  the  ECA  countries  can  use 
their  own  money  with  which  to  buy 
cheese,  whereas  they  came  to  the  United 
States  and  asked  to  obtain  $50,000,000,- 
000  under  a  justification.  For  the  life  of 
me,  I  cannot  see  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  basic  act,  which  is  to  protect  our 
own  production,  that  any  such  thing  be 
done.  That  would  not  afford  any  pro¬ 
tection  at  all. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  to¬ 
tal  imports  for  Europe  for  fiscal  1950  are 
estimated  at  $20,150,000.  This  total  in¬ 
cludes  goods  purchased  in  dollars,  and 
in  other  countries.  A  few  moment  ago 
I  pointed  out  the  amounts  of  the  imports 
which  were  going  to  be  purchased  by 
dollars,  or  the  dollar  imports. 

The  total  dollar  imports  are  estimated 
at  $6,314,000,000.  This  $6,000,000,000 
total  would  be  financed  by  $3,716,000,000 
of  ECA  dollars.  They  have  $2,598,000,- 
000  of  free  dollars. 

Total  imports  of  food  and  agricultural 
products  from  the  United  States  to  be 
paid  for  in  dollars  total  $2, 171,000, 000. 
This  is  the  old  figure.  It  has  been  re¬ 
duced  10  percent  now.  Of  which  $1,673,- 
000,000  are  ECA  funds  and  $497,000,000 
are  free  dollars. 

If  the  amendment  is  adopted  and  all 
food  and  agricultural  commodities  were 
declared  in  surplus,  the  effect  would  be 
that  the  European  nations  would  have  to 
import  from  the  United  States  $1,506,- 
000,000.  The  countries  themselves,  with 
ECA,  have  estimated  that  they  will  spend 
$3,465,000,000  in  the  United  States  and 
elsewhere  on  these  same  products.  In 
other  words,  the  amount  of  these  goods 
for  which  dollars  are  to  be  spent  would 
have  to  be  scaled  down  more  than  50 
percent  before  this  amendment  would 
result  in  shipping  to  them  dollar  imports 
for  which  they  have  no  need,  assuming 
the  most  extreme  conditions.  If  this 
amendment  is  adopted  and  the  European 


nations  subsequently  reduce  their  re¬ 
quirements  for  any  commodity  in  sur¬ 
plus,  the  result  will  be  that  they  can  re¬ 
duce  their  own  expenditures  for  that 
commodity,  while  the  ECA  expenditure 
would  remain  fixed.  While  it  is  true  that 
the  amendment  can  freeze  certain  ECA 
dollars,  it  has  no  effect  upon  freezing 
other  dollar  funds  available  to  partici¬ 
pating  nations,  and  therefore  does  not 
freeze  their  economy  in  any  detrimental 
sense. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
ment  briefly  on  some  of  the  objections 
which  have  been  made,  principally  by 
the  press.  The  press  and  some  com¬ 
mentators  have,  in  my  judgment,  been 
very  careless  and  reckless  in  some  of 
the  charges  made  against  the  amend¬ 
ment.  They  say  that  it  would  make  the 
European  recovery  program  a  dumping 
ground  for  United  States  farm  surpluses. 
It  does  not  make  it  a  dumping  ground  for 
any  surplus.  We  are  not  compelling  the 
ECA  participating  nations  to  take  any¬ 
thing.  We  are  not  dumping  anything. 
We  are  giving  it  to  them.  We  are  not 
committing  any  imposition  on  them. 
They  say  they  need  it.  The  Government 
owns  it,  in  effect.  It  has  it,  and  it  is  in 
surplus.  We  are  permitting  them  to  take 
our  dollars  and  buy  it  from  the  agency 
of  Government  which  has  already  bought 
it  with  taxpayers  dollars.  We  are  dump¬ 
ing  nothing.  We  are  giving  other  na¬ 
tions  what  they  say  they  need  to  sustain 
life  and  bring  about  a  recovery  in  their 
economy. 

Some  have  said  that  the  result  of  the 
amendment  would  be  to  convert  the 
European  recovery  program  into  a  dump¬ 
ing  mechanism  for  American  surpluses. 
If  it  is  in  the  interest  of  our  own  country 
and  our  own  taxpayers  not  to  spend  an¬ 
other  dollar  for  the  same  thing  we  have 
already  spent  a  dollar  for,  and  have  in 
possession — if  that  be  called  a  mecha¬ 
nism,  we  need  a  little  more  mechanism 
in  the  administration  and  operation  of 
our  Government. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  procedure  is 
“pork  barreling.”  Some  of  those  who 
write  articles  can  think  of  nothing  else 
to  write  about.  When  we  try  to  do  some¬ 
thing  to  protect  the  interests  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment,  when  we  build  a  project  which 
is  a  productive  project,  it  is  referred  to 
as  “pork  barreling.”  When  we  develop 
our  rivers  and  harbors  it  is  referred  to  as 
"pork  barreling.”  If  European  nations 
are  going  to  buy  these  products  with  our 
dollars,  if  it  is  “pork  barreling”  to  require 
then  to  take  the  surpluses  we  have,  then 
I  say  that  we  had  better  continue  to  do  a 
little  “pork  barreling.”  The  country  will 
be  better  off. 

European  countries  have  said  that  they 
must  have  our  help  in  order  to  recover. 
We  are  giving  them  that  help.  But  if  we 
are  to  see  this  program  through,  we  must 
not  so  weaken  ourselves  and  weaken  our 
fiscal  policy  that  we  cannot  carry  it  out. 
It  does  not  make  sense  to  borrow  an¬ 
other  $1,600,000,000  and  put  it  in  circu¬ 
lation  over  the  world.  Of  course,  the 
dollars  will  ultimately  come  back,  but 
they  will  not  come  back  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  That  is  where  they  will  go  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted.  Some  of  the 
dollars  will  go  back  into  the  United 


States  Treasury  to  the  extent  that  other 
nations  purchase  these  commodities. 

It  is  said  that  this  amendment  would 
make  the  whole  ECA  program  unwork¬ 
able.  That  is  simply  absurd,  except  to 
the  extent  that  it  may  be  desired  to 
operate  the  program  without  any  con¬ 
trols,  restrictions,  or  limitations.  To 
that  extent  the  amendment  would  make 
it  unworkable.  The  European  nations 
can  still  revise  and  plan.  There  is 
nothing  to  prevent  them  from  doing  that. 
The  rest  of  the  money  is  completely  free. 
It  is  not  frozen.  European  nations  can 
make  adjustments  as  they  are  required. 
But  to  the  extent  that  they  finally  do  not 
need  these  surplus  products,  that  money 
remains  in  the  Treasury. 

Others  have  said  that  the  amendment 
would  require  -the  European  nations  to 
purchase  farm  surpluses.  It  would  not 
require  them  to  purchase  anything  they 
did  not  want. 

Others  have  said  that  the  amendment 
would  jeopardize  our  objective  in  Europe. 
How  would  it  jeopardize  our  objectives? 
If  we  give  the  European  nations  the 
money,  they  are  going  to  buy  the  com¬ 
modities  somewhere  else.  If  that  is  what 
they  wanted  it  for  to  begin  with,  how  in 
the  world  does  the  amendment  jeopardize 
our  objectives  in  Europe?  The  people  of 
European  nations  will  get  just  as  much 
strength  from  a  grain  of  wheat  which 
is  bought  from  our  surplus  as  they  would 
get  from  a  grain  of  wheat  bought  any¬ 
where  else.  They  would  get  just  as  much 
fiber  from  a  bale  of  cotton  bought  from 
our  surplus,  and  I  assume  that  they  would 
get  just  as  much  joy  and  pleasure  from 
smoking  American  tobacco.  They  would 
get  just  as  much  strength  and  life-giv¬ 
ing  value  from  dairy  products  which  come 
from  America.  How  are  our  objectives 
jeopardized?  The  whole  program  can  go 
on  just  as  it  has  been  planned.  This 
amendment  would  not  interfere  with  it, 
except  to  the  extent  that  some  of  this 
money  might  be  left  in  the  Treasury. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  Communists 
will  use  this  amendment  as  propaganda. 
I  say  that  we  ought  to  have  the  courage 
to  tell  the  participating  nations  that  we 
are  helping  them.  What  is  wrong  with 
giving  them  the  things  of  which  we  have 
the  most,  and  which  we  do  not  need? 
How  could  that  affect  the  psychology  of 
the  situation?  Suppose  Russia  says  that 
we  are  dumping  our  products?  Russia 
cannot  dump  them.  She  does  not  have 
them.  That  is  the  answer.  Under  our 
free  enterprise  system  and  under  our 
democracy  America  can  produce  sur¬ 
pluses.  Russia  cannot.  Russia  cannot 
supply  the  goods.  That  is  the  answer  to 
the  propaganda.  If  the  character  and 
moral  stamina  of  the  people  of  the  ECA 
nations  have  so  far  deteriorated  by  this 
time  that  we  could  not  give  them  that 
answer  and  make  them  appreciate  it, 
then  I  have  no  hope  of  our  ever  placing 
them  back  on  an  economic  status  in 
which  they  would  not  fall  for  commu¬ 
nism.  After  all,  there  is  something  for 
those  people  to  do.  There  is  a  require¬ 
ment  of  them.  America  cannot  do  it  all. 

So  I  say  that  this  amendment  is  not 
a  farm  amendment.  It  is  not  an  amend¬ 
ment  for  the  relief  of  the  farmers.  The 
farmer  is  going  to  get  his  money  anyway. 
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We  have  already  guaranteed  that.  We 
are  going  to  appropriate  money,  or  au¬ 
thorize  the  lending  of  money  from  the 
Treasury  to  pay  the  farmer.  He  is  going 
to  get  his  money  for  his  products  any¬ 
way,  surplus  or  no  surplus.  This  amend¬ 
ment  is  in  the  interest  of  the  taxpayers 
of  the  Nation.  It  is  a  taxpayers’  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  is  a 
taxpayers’  amendment.  It  will  help  the 
farmer,  and  it  will  help  every  taxpayer 
in  the  Nation  just  as  much  as  it  will 
help  the  farmer,  because  if  by  this  proc¬ 
ess,  which  does  no  harm  to  any  coun¬ 
try,  we  can  avoid  having  to  borrow  an¬ 
other  billion  dollars,  we  shall  keep  the 
United  States  just  that  much  stronger, 
and  thus  the  amendment  will  provide 
a  billion  dollars’  worth  of  additional 
security  for  all  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  by  this  amendment.  That 
is  the  only  purpose  we  have  in  mind. 
We  do  not  wish  to  put  our  Nation  any 
further  in  debt  than  is  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary.  I  deny  that  any  Senator  on  this 
floor  can  show  that  it  is  necessary  for 
us  to  borrow  and  spend  another  billion 
dollars  or  another  billion  and  a  half  dol¬ 
lars  to  carry  out  this  program,  when  we 
can  supply  the  goods  these  countries  say 
they  want  from  stocks  we  already  have, 
which  we  already  have  paid  for.  The 
farmer  has  no  more  special  interest  in 
this  amendment  than  has  anyone  else 
in  the  United  States.  Every  wage  earner, 
every  businessman,  every  professional 
man,  everyone  who  pays  taxes,  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  amendment,  Mr.  President. 
After  all,  every  consumer  in  the  United 
States  pays  taxes,  either  directly  or  in¬ 
directly.  This  amendment  is  in  the 
interest  of  all  our  taxpayers.  It  is  in 
their  interest  that  we  take  this  precau¬ 
tion  and  employ  this  means  of  protec¬ 
tion,  which  will  not  hurt  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram  at  all,  but  will  save  the  United 
States  a  billion  dollars  or  more. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  moment  ago,  in  a 
colloquy  between  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts,  question  arose  as  to  the  situation 
last  February  and  also  as  to  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  might  confront  us  when  the 
foods  are  needed  in  the  United  States. 
Let  me  ask  a  question  about  my  under¬ 
standing  of  what  the  amendment  really 
does,  because  in  this  instance  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  proposing  to  appropriate  $3,628,- 
000,000  for  use  according  to  the  needs 
of  the  participating  countries:  Should 
the  Senate  be  willing  to  make  the  entire 
amount  available  for  expenditure  in  the 
different  brackets?  I  understand  that 
the  amendment  will  freeze  only  one  part 
of  the  total  amount  of  $3,628,000,000. 
If  we  do  not  do  that,  then  the  only  other 
position  Senators  can  take  is  that  we 
wish  to  appropriate  the  entire  $3,628,- 
000,000  for  this  program,  and  we  wish  to 
permit  the  ECA  Administrator  to  spend 
it  just  as  he  chooses.  If  we  do  not  com¬ 
pel  the  ECA  Administrator  to  use  the 
money  in  accordance  with  the  justifica¬ 
tions,  then  we  shall  be  saying  to  him, 


“Here  is  the  money;  use  it  in  any  way 
you  want  to.” 

That  is  the  point  I  tried  to  get  over 
to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

The  participating  countries  say  they 
need  the  money,  and  we  are  willing  to 
give  it  to  them.  But  if  we  do,  why  can¬ 
not  we  say  to  them,  “We  are  going  to 
freeze,  in  accordance  with  the  justifica¬ 
tions,  the  amounts  of  this  money  which 
you  say  you  intend  to  spend  for  these 
particular  purposes.  If  you  need  it, 
spend  it  in  that  way.  If  you  do  not  need 
it,  then  the  money  will  remain  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.” 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  do  that,  we 
shall  be  saying  to  those  countries,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  “Here  is  the  $3,628,000,000.  Use  it 
as  you  please.” 

Does  not  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  ask 
two  questions.  First  of  all,  why  does  the 
Constitution  reserve  to  the  Senate  the 
right  to  advise  and  consent  in  regard  to 
nominations,  unless  the  purpose  is  to 
obtain  the  best  possible  men  for  service 
in  Government  positions?  If  we  wish 
to  obtain  the  best  possible  men,  once  we 
obtain  them  we  must  be  prepared  to  rely 
upon  their  discretion  and  judgment, 
must  we  not? 

Let  me  inquire  also  why  we  have  im¬ 
posed,  under  the  language  of  the  bill,  the 
responsibility  on  the  part  of  the  ECA 
Administrator  to  view  and  appraise  the 
program,  if  we  are  going  to  freeze  large 
amounts  to  the  funds  appropriated? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  After  all,  why 
should  we  handle  these  funds  any  dif¬ 
ferently  than  tj^e  funds  we  appropriate 
for  the  various  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government?  We  in  the 
Senate  help  in  the  selection  of  the  best 
possible  men  to  head  the  various  depart¬ 
ments.  Those  men  are  appointed  by  the 
President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate. 
Then  we  require  them  to  present  justi¬ 
fications  for  the  expenditures  they  an¬ 
ticipate  making  in  their  departments. 
In  view  of  that  situation,  why  should  we 
handle  this  matter  differently?  We 
already  have  the  justifications  in  con¬ 
nection  with  these  matters. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  we  should 
bear  in  mind  the  possibility  of  a  change 
in  the  situation.  Suppose  the  situation 
changes;  suppose  a  review  is  made,  and 
it  is  found  that  the  situation  has  changed 
and  that  more  money  is  needed.  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  in  session.  The  adoption 
of  this  amendment  will  not  ruin  any  pro¬ 
gram.  I  do  not  know  how  long  Congress 
will  continue  in  session  now,  but  cer¬ 
tainly  Congress  will  be  in  session  next 
January.  Why  not  require  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  justifications  for  any  further 
funds,  such  as  another  $500,000,000  or 
another  $1,000,000,000.  Why  provide  a 
blank  check,  and  say,  “Spend  it  in  some 
way  or  other;  get  rid  of  it.”  Such  an  ar¬ 
rangement  does  not  make  sense  to  me, 
Mr.  President. 

I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  such 
great  emergency  abroad  that  the  money 
must  be  spent  overnight.  This  money 
has  not  been  programmed.  The  par¬ 


ticipating  countries  have  not  set  aside 
a  dollar  of  it  for  a  single  purpose  abroad. 
They  have  intended  to  buy  food  with  it. 
If  the  situation  changes  and  if  they  want 
money  for  other  purposes  or  if  they  wish 
to  use  some  of  this  money  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  why  not  have  them  do  what  any 
department  of  our  Government  does, 
namely,  show  us  how  they  propose  to 
spend  the  money,  before  we  make  addi¬ 
tional  money  available  to  them  for  ex¬ 
penditure? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  another  question.  No  one 
has  raised  the  issue — at  least  I  have  not — 
relative  to  the  ability  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  anything  of  that  sort?  In 
fact,  I  think  the  Record  is  full  of  tributes 
which  have  been  paid  to  Mr.  Hoffman, 
and  I  think  the  Senator  will  agree  that 
I  have  said  time  and  time  again  that  I 
think  Mr.  Hoffman  is  a  good  Administra¬ 
tor.  I  would  not  wish  to  handican  the 
Administrator.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  if  he  agrees  with 
me  about  that. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  say  that  I  have 
heard  no  criticism  of  the  Administrator. 
Certainly  I  am  not  critical  of  him. 

I  can  say  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
that  if  he  were  the  Administrator  or  if 
the  able  Senator  from  Michigan  were  the 
Administrator  or  if  any  other  Senator 
were  the  Administrator,  I  would  still 
want  this  same  provision  placed  in  the 
bill.  This  is  not  a  matter  of  personali¬ 
ties.  Such  restrictions  are  placed  in  the 
appropriation  bills  relating  to  the  various 
governmental  departments.  Then  why 
must  this  bill  be  considered  sacred  and 
altogether  different  from  any  other  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  requiring  altogether 
different  treatment?  Why  are  we  afraid 
to  let  the  Congress  have  something  to 
say  about  the  expenditure  of  these  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars?  Why  are  we  afraid  to 
write  into  this  measure  a  restriction  for 
the  protection  of  the  American  people, 
a  restriction  to  save  our  taxpayers 
money? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  apologize  for  taking 
the  time  to  ask  a  further  question,  but 
it  bears  further  on  the  question  just  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 
Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee  we  continuously  review  the 
appropriations;  and  is  it  not  also  a  fact 
that  all  appropriations,  domestic  or 
otherwise,  are  approved  under  justifica¬ 
tions?  In  fact,  is  it  not  true  that  many 
of  the  justifications  earmark  the  funds 
for  certain  purposes,  as,  for  instance, 
in  the  case  of  the  Interior  Department 
appropriations  or  appropriations  for 
rivers  and  harbors?  In  other  words,  the 
earmarking  of  appropriations,  under  the 
justifications,  is  not  an  unusual  pro¬ 
cedure,  is  it? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  nothing 
at  all  unusual  about  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  we  were  to  refuse  to 
adopt  this  amendment,  would  not  the 
situation  be  just  the  same  as  if  we  were 
to  say  to  the  Interior  Department,  “We 
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appropriate  $500,000,000  for  your  use,  and 
we  do  so  without  making  any  restrictions 
or  earmarking  or  without  placing  any 
limitations  at  all  upon  the  expenditure 
of  the  money.  Here  Is  the  $500,000,000. 
It  is  given  to  you  in  one  big  sum,  and 
you  may  spend  it  in  any  way  you  wish 
to.” 

Would  not  such  a  procedure  be  just  as 
logical  as  a  refusal  to  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 
Even  in  the  case  of  the  National  Defense 
Establishment,  we  do  not  proceed  in  that 
way.  We  earmark  the  appropriation. 
We  know  what  we  are  going  to  spend  it 
for.  We  have  them  come  before  us  to 
testify  they  are  going  to  buy  so  many 
airplanes  and  build  so  many  ships,  de¬ 
scribing  the  kind  and  character.  We  re¬ 
quire  a  justification  for  all  those  items. 
Even  in  regard  to  the  national  defense, 
we  do  not  allow  such  great  discretion  as 
it  is  proposed  to  give  to  the  ECA.  I  sim¬ 
ply  see  nothing  wrong  with  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  did  not  mean  to  take  up  nearly  this 
much  time.  Of  course  I  have  been  com¬ 
pelled  to,  by  reason  of  the  questions. 
But  I  want  to  say  a  few  more  words  in 
conclusion. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  This  is  apparently  a  very 
important  amendment.  Am  I  correct  in 
my  understanding  that  no  hearings  were 
held  by  the  committee  on  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  So  far  as  I  know, 
hearings  were  held  continuously  on  the 
amendment  and  everything  else  pertain¬ 
ing  to  spending  this  money.  If  that  is 
not  a  hearing  on  the  amendment,  I  do 
not  know  what  it  would  be.  We  have 
had  testimony  about  everything  in  the 
bill  so  far  as  I  know.  If  the  Senator 
feels  there  have  not  been  sufficient  hear¬ 
ings,  I  may  say  I  suggested  the  other  day 
when  the  bill  went  back  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  we  might  resume  hearings.  I  am 
perfectly  willing  to  go  back  and  resume 
them,  if  the  Senator  is  unhappy  about  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  not  unhappy  about 
anything,  except  I  was  trying  to  get  the 
facts;  that  is  all.  It  has  been  rumored 
that  the  amendment  was  written  in  by 
the  committee,  that  no  hearings  were 
held  on  it,  and  that  the  Administrator 
had  no  opportunity  to  testify.  I  was 
merely  endeavoring  to  ascertain  whether 
that  was  true  or  false. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  amendment 
was  offered  in  committee,  that  is  true, 
but  it  was  offered  after  the  Administrator 
had  testified  and  had  been  cross-ex¬ 
amined  over  and  over  and  over. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  very  happy  to  learn 
that. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  did 
not  say  to  me  here  the  other  day,  “I  am 
going  to  make  a  point  of  order  against 
your  amendment."  The  Senator  gave 
me  no  advance  notice.  That  is  all  right; 
it  did  not  matter.  Neither  did  I  say  to 
Mr.  Hoffman,  ‘‘Well,  Mr.  Hoffman,  I  am 
going  to  write  an  amendment  to  this  bill 


and  present  it.”  I  did  not  feel  I  had 
to  ask  him,  when  I  wanted  to  have  a 
little  legislation  considered. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  very  glad  to  know 
that  hearings  were  held,  because  it  satis¬ 
fies  my  own  mind  that  the  rumor  was 
inaccurate. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  have  in  my  hand 
over  1,000  pages  of  hearings,  directly  or 
indirectly  referring  as  much  to  this 
amendment  as  to  any  other  question, 
perhaps,  except  the  total  amount  of  the 
appropriation. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  am  very  sure 
every  member  of  the  committee — I  see  a 
number  of  them  on  the  floor — will  agree 
with  me,  and  will  agree  with  the  Senator, 
that  that  is  true. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  may  say  this — 
and  I  think  every  Senator  knows  it — 
that  in  considering  legislation,  v.hen 
hearings  are  held  and  people  come  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  to  testify,  the  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  know  before  the  wit¬ 
nesses  come  what  amendments  may  be 
offered.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  After  hearing  the  witnesses,  as 
we  heard  them,  we  then  decided  this 
amendment  was  proper,  and  we  then 
offered  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in 
committee,  after  the  hearings,  the 
amendment  was  put  to  a  vote,  noses  were 
counted,  and  United  States  Senators  who 
belonged  to  the  committee,  not  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  assistants,  voted  for  the 
amendment?  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  absolutely 
correct.  United  States  Senators  voted 
for  it,  or  it  would  not  be  in  the  bill. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  .ruling  of  the 
Chair  will  be.  I  do  not  want  to  take  up 
more  time.  If  a  point  of  order  is  made 
to  the  amendment - 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
when  the  amendment  was  adopted  in 
committee,  it  was  adopted  by  a  vote  of 
13  to  4? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion  it  was  adopted  by  that  vote. 

While,  as  I  say,  I  do  not  care  to  take 
up  more  time,  I  do  want  to  take  occasion 
to  say  now,  so  I  will  not  necessarily  have 
to  take  the  floor  again,  that  if  a  point  of 
order  against  the  amendment  is  sus¬ 
tained  with  all  deference  to  the  Chair, 
I  shall  feel  compelled  respectfully  to  ap¬ 
peal  from  the  decision  and  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  nullify  it.  The  Senate  can  inter¬ 
pret  its  rules.  Whatever  the  Senate  says 
the  rules  are,  that  is  what  they  are.  This 
amendment  is  a  limitation.  It  has  no 
purpose  on  earth  except  to  limit  the  use 
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of  funds.  I  am  not  the  only  one  who 
interprets  it  as  I  do.  I  probably  should 
not  risk  my  judgment.  I  know  there  can 
be  differences  of  opinion — honest  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion,  perhaps — as  to  whether 
this  is  legislation  or  simply  a  limitation. 
All  I  ask,  if  it  is  held  to  be  a  limitation, 
either  by  the  Chair  or  by  the  Senate 
itself,  is  an  opportunity  to  have  the 
amendment  voted  on  and  a  determina¬ 
tion  made  of  whether  it  shall  become 
law,  by  a  majority  vote. 

We  have  legislation  in  the  bill.  The 
bill  came  to  the  Senate  with  much  legis¬ 
lation  in  it.  As  was  said  by  the  able 
chairman  of  the  committee,  or  by  an¬ 
other  Senator,  earlier  in  the  day,  one  of 
the  purposes  of  striking  out  many  of  the 
House  provisions  was  simply  to  point  up 
to  the  Senate  how  much  legislation 
comes  to  the  Senate  from  the  House 
which  is  put  in  the  bill  by  a  majority 
vote  of  the  House.  In  this  instance  it  is 
necessary,  decidedly  necessary,  for  the 
Appropriations  Committee  or  the  Sen¬ 
ate  itself,  in  order  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  Government  and  to  protect 
the  best  interests  of  the  taxpayers  o'f  the 
United  States,  to  write  some  legislative 
provision  in  the  bill,  or  at  least  a  limi¬ 
tation.  Under  the  existing  rule — the 
Senate  may  want  to  keep  it  or  change 
it,  but  that  is  something  to  be  discussed 
at  another  time — we  handicap  ourselves 
by  requiring  a  two-thirds  vote,  so  often¬ 
times  we  cannot  protect  what  a  majority 
of  the  Senate  believes  to  be  the  vital  in¬ 
terests  of  the  people  of  the  Nation,  unless 
we  can  get  a  suspension  of  the  rule  by  a 
two-thirds  vote. 

I  point  out  that  the  bill  which  now 
comes  from  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  with  all  the  House  legislative 
provisions  stricken,  is  merely  a  sample 
of  what  can  be  done  with  practically 
every  appropriation  bill  we  handle.  If 
a  point  of  order  is  to  be  made  touch¬ 
ing  a  provision  such  as  this,  which  sim¬ 
ply  seeks  to  limit  the  expenditure  of 
money,  and  if  there  is  other  legislation 
like  it,  then  why  should  not  the  rule 
apply  to  every  appropriation  bill?  Why 
should  not  a  point  of  order  be  made  to 
the  bill  itself,  and  let  it  go  back  to  the 
committee,  and  let  the  committee  report 
the  bills  stripped  to  the  bone?  As  it  is, 
when  we  want  to  legislate  by  way  of 
amendments,  we  have  to  have  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  In  this  case  I  say  there  is 
a  doubt,  but  Senators,  who  are  probably 
much  more  able  than  I,  interpreted  the 
original  amendment  before  it  was  modi¬ 
fied — one  Senator  in  particular,  who, 
in  my  opinion,  will  vote  against  the 
amendment  on  its  merit — as  being  a  lim¬ 
itation.  The  language  is  negative.  Cer¬ 
tainly  in  my  judgment  it  comes  within 
the  rule,  and  where  there  is  that  much 
doubt,  and  where  the  interest  of  the 
American  people  is  definitely  involved — 
possibly  $1,000,000,000  or  more  is  at  stake 
in  this  one  amendment  alone — then  why 
not  let  the  amendment  be  submitted  and 
decided  by  the  Senate  by  a  majority 
vote?  I  would  have  no  scruples  about 
doing  that  when  there  is  a  question  of 
doubt. 

I  do  not  think  the  situation  is  such 
as  to  warrant  any  Senator  in  being  great- 
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ly  concerned  about  letting  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  submitted  on  its  merits  and  de¬ 
cided  by  a  majority  vote.  That  is  all  I 
ask. 

Whatever  ruling  the  Chair  may  make, 
if  it  be  a  ruling  that  it  is  a  limitation, 
I  assume  there  will  be  an  appeal  from 
that  decision.  But  I  should  like  to  urge 
my  colleagues  to  let  us  submit  the  amend¬ 
ment,  important  as  it  is,  so  it  may  be 
either  accepted  and  become  law  by  ma¬ 
jority  vote  of  this  body,  or  be  rejected 
by  a  majority,  and  not  require  a  two- 
thirds  majority  in  order  that  we  may 
legislate  in  connection  with  a  bill  which 
proposes  to  give  away  billions  of  Amer¬ 
ican  dollars. 


Mr  President,  we  want  to  preserve  the 
integrity  of  the  rules  of  this  body,  of 
course,  but  there  are  times  when  we 
waive  rules,  and  this  is  a  time  when  the 
Senate  can  very  well  afford  to  say  this 
amendment  as  now  written  is  in  a  form 
which  is  a  definite  limitation  and  there¬ 
fore  it  merits  consideration  and  adop¬ 
tion  by  a  majority  vote. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  place  in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks  earlier  today  the  table  to 
which  reference  was  made  in  the  discus¬ 
sion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 


Exhibit  1 


Economic  Cooperation  Administration — summary:  15  participating  countries  1 — estimated 

total  dollar  imports,  1949-50 


[In  millions  of  dollars,  exclusive  of  transportation  costsl 


Item 

United 

States 

OWH 

OPC 

and 

DOTS 

ONP 

Total 

Total 

EGA 

financed 

ECA 

financed 

in 

United 
States 
pur¬ 
chases  2 

Non- 

ECA 

dollar 

pur¬ 

chases 

in 

United 

States 

90 

percent 

ECA 

financed 

in 

United 
States 
pur¬ 
chases  * 

1.  FOOD  AND  AGRICULTURAL 
IMPORTS 

1, 040.  5 

807.3 

60.4 

1, 908. 2 

842.5 

677.2 

363.3 

609.4 

745.  1 

399.2 

16.5 

1. 160.  8 

465.  1 

465.  1 

280.0 

41 8  5 

135.9 

59.1 

36.1 

231. 1 

128.9 

93.1 

42.8 

83.7 

101.5 

101.5 

53.2 

9.2 

102.0 

111.2 

67.2 

7.3 

1.9 

6.  5 

51. 1 

17.9 

69.0 

62.8 

46.9 

4.2 

41.6 

99.2 

127.6 

7.8 

234.6 

65.3 

64.8 

34.4 

58.3 

Feed  and  fertilizer . . 

315.0 

174.5 

4.  4 

493.9 

288.1 

265.2 

49.8 

238.6 

Coarse  grains . 

279.3 

118. 1 

397.4 

231.2 

231.2 

48. 1 

208.0 

29.7 

41. 1 

70.8 

42.5 

29.3 

.  4 

26.3 

4.2 

6.0 

15.  3 

4.4 

25.7 

14.4 

4.7 

1.3 

615.8 

1S6.9 

15.5 

818.2 

607.8 

597.5 

18.3 

537.7 

Cotton . 

587.4 

89.  4 

2.3 

679. 1 

569. 1 

569. 1 

18.3 

512. 1 

Wool . 

21.2 

80.0 

111.2 

21.2 

21.2 

19.0 

7.2 

7.5 

13.2 

27.9 

17.5 

7.2 

6.4 

168.5 

27.7 

.5 

196.7 

110.0 

110.0 

58.  5 

99.0 

31.4 

16.7 

48. 1 

26.0 

23.5 

7.9 

21.1 

Total  food  and  agricultural 
imports . . 

2, 171.2 

1, 213. 1 

80.8 

3,  465. 1 

1, 874.  4 

1, 673.  4 

497.8 

1,506.0 

2.  INDUSTRY  IMPORTS 

560.9 

15.5 

45. 1 

621.5 

550.4 

532.4 

28.5 

80. 1 

34.2 

114.3 

99. 1 

89.0 

P.  o.  L . - 

480.8 

15.5 

10.9 

507.2 

451.3 

443.4 

Industrial  raw  materials . . 

461.2 

591.4 

1.0 

82.6 

1,136.2 

037.4 

342.8 

118.4 

9.2 

18.3 

4.3 

31.8 

Iron  and  steel: 

Crude,  semi-  and  fin- 

99.4 

7.8 

107.2 

58.5 

58.5 

39.0 

103.  4 

142.4 

0.1 

26.5 

0.3 

26.9 

11.0 

24.2 

35.2 

Tin  . . . 

Other  nonferrous  metals.--. 

37.9 

131.4 

1.0 

9.0 

179.3 

22.7 

37.2 

18.2 

78. 1 

35.3 

84.3 

30.7 

150.3 

198.5 

39.7 

15.8 

2.54. 0 

8. 1 

60. 1 

4.3 

72.5 

816.5 

21.5 

2.0 

840.0 

593.6 

584.9 

231.6 

69.8 

8. 1 

0.1 

78.0 

Machinery  and  equipment.. 

746.7 

13.4 

1.9 

762.0 

Other  manufactures  and  raw 

168.1 

66.6 

16.6 

251.3 

61.1 

53.6 

114.5 

Total  industry  imports... 

2, 006. 7 

695.0 

1.0 

146.3 

2,849.0 

1, 842. 5 

1, 513. 7 

493.0 

Total  imports . 

4, 177. 9 

1,  908. 1 

1.0 

227.1 

6, 314. 1 

3, 716. 9 

3, 187. 1 

990.8 

i  Excludes  Netherlands  DOT,  Indonesia,  Portugal,  Switzerland,  Trieste,  and  Turkey. 
"  This  amount  is  frozen  in  the  McClellan  amendment. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

[A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Swanson,  one  of  ifs 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  k  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  j6int 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  327)  making  an 
additional  appropriation  for  control  of 
emergency  outbreaks  of  insects  andi>lant 
diseases. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bil  (H.  R.  3*751 )  to 
transfer  \a  tower  located  on  the  Lower 
Souris  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  the 
International  Peace  Garden,  Inc., 
North  Dakota:  agreed  to  jthe  con¬ 
ference  asked  by  the  Senate  oh  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  that  3\®-.  Thompson,  Mr.  Hare,  and 
Mr.  Weichei  were  appointed  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  at- the  confer¬ 
ence. 

The  messajte  further  announced  that 
the  House  hacy  disagreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4177)  making  appropriations  for  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  and  sundry  independent  execu¬ 
tive  bureaus,  boards,  commissions,  corpo¬ 
rations,  agencies’,  and  offices,  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  ^une  30,  1950,  and  for 
other  purposes:  agreed  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 


exas,  Mr.  Gore,  Mr. 
,  Mr.  Case  of  South 
lips  of  California, 
ers  on  the  part  of 
erence. 


that  Mr.  Thomas 
Andrews,  Mr.  Cannc 
Dakota,  and  Mr.  Pi 
were  appointed  mai 
the  House  at  the  cfln! 

ENROLLED  SBIL^S  SIGNED 

The  message  algo  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  hisysignature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills*-  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President : 

S.  755.  An  act  to  extend  tie  time  for  com¬ 
mencing  and  completing  th<*  construction  of 
a  bridge  across  the  Ohio  R\ver  at  or  near 
Shawneetown,  Ill.; 

S.  803.  An  act  to  provide  fir  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  a  tract  of  land  in  Arince  Georges 
County,  Md.,  to  the  State  of  Maryland  for 
use  as  a  site /for  a  National  Canard  armory 
and  for  training  the  National  Jguard  or  for 
other  military  purposes; 

S.  1136.  An  act  to  amend  the  \)anal  Zone 
Code,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1137.  An  act  to  revise  and  cockfy  laws  of 
the  Canal  Zone  regarding  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  estates,  and  for  other  purples; 

S.  1278.  An  act  to  fix  the  United  States 
share  of  project  costs,  under  the  FecSral  Air¬ 
port  Act,  involved  in  installation  ek  high- 
lntensity  lighting  on  CAA  designated*nstru- 
ment-lqnding  runways; 

S.  1285.  An  act  to  authorize  progressive 
partial  payments  to  sponsors  under  th\  Fed¬ 
eral  Airport  Act  program; 

S.  1459.  An  act  to  amend  section  6  o! 

Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  \930, 
as  amended; 

S,  1505.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  entitled 
"An  act  to  authorize  the  construction  fy)f 
experimental  submarines,  and  for  other  p 
poses,"  approved  May  16,  1947; 

S.  1577.  An  act  to  revive  and  reenact, 
amended,  the  act  entitled.  “An  act  creatin] 
the  city  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  am 
authorizing  said  commission  and  its  succes 
sors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
and  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
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bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River 
at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  at  or  negr-  Pul¬ 
ton,  Ill.,”  approved  December  21,  ’§44; 

S.  2030.  An  act  to  clarify  the-iaws  relating 
to  the  compensation  ojt  postmasters  at 
fourth-class  post  offices  which  have  been  ad¬ 
vanced  because  of  unusual  conditions;  and 

H.  R.  5632.  An  act  to  reorganize  fiscal  man¬ 
agement  in  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  to  promote  economy  and  efficiency,  and 
fpr  other  purposes. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
said  earlier  this  afternoon  that  he 
thought  it  was  time  to  talk  plainly  about 
this  matter,  and  I  quite  agree  with  him. 

I  hope  some  of  the  experiences  I  have 
had  in  the  past  few  years  permit  me  to 
talk  plainly  about  it. 

The  amendment  quite  clearly  provides 
that  the  illustrative  tables  shall  be  used. 
I  think  it  is  important  to  look  at  the  illus¬ 
trative  tables.  They  are  carried  on 
pages  838  and  839  of  the  hearings. 

I  desire  to  refer  particularly  to  an  in¬ 
cident  which  occurred  some  years  ago; 
I  think  it  was  in  1946.  It  may  have  been 
in  1947.  Somewhere  within  that  period 
the  British  Government  decided  that  it 
had  to  go  on  a  new  austerity  basis,  that 
it  had  to  cut  deeply  into  the  habits  of 
the  British  people  and  say  to  them  that 
they  could  not  have  American  tobacco. 
The  dollar  situation  had  deteriorated  so 
greatly  that  it  was  found  undesirable  to 
have  American  tobacco  using  up  their 
dollars  as  long  as  they  needed  wheat. 
That  situation  resulted  in  the  immediate 
cancellation  of  shipping  programs  and 
the  cancellation  of  orders  for  large  quan¬ 
tities  of  tobacco.  The  tobacco  was  al¬ 
ready  packed  in  hogsheads  and  placed 
in  warehouses,  sometimes  in  Kentucky, 
in  some  instances  in  North  Carolina,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  other  States,  but  it  was  packed 
in  a  fashion  to  suit  the  British  trade. 
Tobacco  for  the  British  trade  is  not 
packed  as  are  American  tobaccos,  and 
therefore  this  great  quantity  of  tobacco 
was  not  usable  in  the  American  trade. 

Many  persons  streamed  into  the  office 
of  the  then  Secretary  of-  Agriculture 
pleading  with  him  to  use  his  influence,  if 
he  had  any,  in  Cabinet  meetings,  and 
with  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  compel  the  British  Government  to  re¬ 
consider  its  determination  not  to  use 
American  tobacco. 

It  was  forcefully  pointed  out  that  If 
that  were  not  done  immediately,  we 
would  have  to  cut  tobacco  quotas  far 
more  deeply  than  we  had  anticipated. 
That  was  the  only  argument  presented 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  as  to  why 
this  tobacco  should  be  shoved  down  the 
throat  of  the  British  Government. 

We  did  not  ship  that  tobacco.  We  left 
it  in  our  warehouses.  I  am  glad  we  did, 
because  we  need  to  claim  foreign  mar¬ 
kets  not  on  the  basis  of  compulsion,  but 
on  the  basis  of  the  excellence  of  our 
products  and  the  methods  by  which  we 
sell  them.  The  American  soldier  was 
the  greatest  cigarette  salesman  the 
American  people  ever  knew.  Somehow 


or  other  the  countries  of  Europe  which 
used  to  use  Turkish  and  other  types  of 
tobacco,  have  been  preferring  more  re¬ 
cently  American  tobacco.  We  should 
work  with  that  tendency,  and  not  against 
it. 

If  the  Senators  will  turn  to  the  illus¬ 
trative  tables  it  will  be  seen  that  tobacco 
is  one  of  the  commodities  to  be  shipped 
to  Europe.  I  fully  agree  with  the  in¬ 
terpretation  placed  on  the  bill  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  VandenbergI  and  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Donnell],  that  it  does  prescribe  that 
the  exact  kinds  and  quantities  set  out 
in  these  illustrative  tables  shall  be  used. 

I  have  discussed  the  amendment  with 
persons  very  much  interested  in  the  sub¬ 
ject,  long  before  a  similar  amendment 
appeared  in  the  bill,  and  I  know  it  was 
thought  then  that  we  should  make  it 
clear  that  the  exact  kinds  and  quantities 
should  be  purchased.  I  was  not  able  to 
associate  myself  with  that  thinking,  but 
I  do  know  that  the  language,  if  placed 
before  the  Administrator,  could  be  in¬ 
terpreted  by  him  only  as  requiring  that 
the  very  kinds  and  quantities  set  forth  in 
these  illustrative  tables  should  be  uti¬ 
lized.  That  calls  for  approximately 
$110,000,000  worth  of  tobacco.  Tobacco 
is  somewhat  different  from  cotton  in  the 
matter  of  financing. 

In  the  case  of  cotton,  nearly  98  percent 
of  the  total  quantity  will  be  purchased 
from  this  country  through  ECA  funds, 
while  in  the  case  of  tobacco  only  66% 
percent  of  the  total  purchases  will  be 
made  through  ECA  funds.  The  balance 
of  it  will  be  purchased  through  their  own 
funds. 

What  this  amendment  says  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Europe  is,  ‘‘If  you  do  not  want 
$100,000,000  worth  of  American  tobacco 
and  will  not  spend  $40,000,000  of  your 
own  money  for  an  additional  amount  of 
tobacco,  then  the  money  reverts  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.” 

We  realize  that  under  those  circum¬ 
stances  the  British  Government  and 
other  governments  might  take  American 
tobacco,  even  if  they  did  not  want  it, 
and  while  we  would  not  be  shoving  it 
down  their  throats,  we  would  be  saying 
to  them,  ‘‘You  will  either  take  this,  or 
the  money  comes  back.”  No  govern¬ 
ment  facing  its  people  and  realizing  that 
their  liking  for  cigarettes  is  substantial 
would  fail  to  say,  “Well,  this  is  money 
from  ECA  anyhow,  and  we  shall  be  very 
glad  to  get  the  tobacco  for  you,  even  if 
we  do  not  exactly  need  it.” 

That  is  not  an  unusual  circumstance. 
Conditions  do  change.  Let  me  remind 
the  Senate  that  in  the  winter  of  1946 
there  was  a  very  severe  freeze  in  France. 
France  had  estimated  as  carefully  as  it 
could  the  quantities  of  wheat  it  would 
need  in  the  coming  spring.  The  French 
estimates  were  wholly  inadequate,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  freeze.  It  was  not  because 
of  the  plantings  by  the  farmers,  but  be¬ 
cause  the  wheat,  always  planted  late  in 
the  season,  suffered  destruction. 

When  that  occurred  we  could  not  say 
to  the  Frqnch  farmer,  “Replant  your 
field.”  Some  French  farmers  were  able ' 
to  do  that,  but  it  was  because  they  had 


tractor  equipment.  The  number  of 
farmers  in  France  who  have  tractor 
equipment  is  very  limited. 

I  visited  two  farms  in  France  in  the 
summer  of  1947  and  could  see  the  re¬ 
sults  of  that  freeze.  One  would  be  a 
field  that  was  perfect  and  which  would 
produce  a  tremendous  quantity  of  wheat. 
Next  to  it  would  be  a  farm  on  which  no 
wheat  was  available.  It  depended  on 
whether  the  farmer  had  a  tractor 
equipped  with  headlights  and  could  get 
his  wheat  planted  in  a  short  period,  be¬ 
fore  another  storm  made  it  impossible 
to  get  into  the  field. 

What  happened?  The  French  had  to 
change  completely  their  requirement  for 
wheat.  When  they  changed  ft,  they 
had,  as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  been  pointing  out,  to 
change  all  the  other  requirements  in 
their  budget. 

If  we  apply  this  limitation  and  say  to 
the  nations  of  the  world  that  they  must 
take  many  million  dollars  worth  of  to¬ 
bacco,  and  if  they  do  not  do  so  the 
money  will  revert  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  we  will  absolutely  deny 
the  possibility  that  they  can  make  sub¬ 
stitutions  as  conditions  develop  in  which 
they  need  more  wheat  and  other  prod¬ 
ucts.  It  is  easy  to  say  we  can  give  money 
to  the  Frenchman  and  let  him  plant  his 
crop  again.  Unfortunately,  the  French 
plant  a  peculiar  and  particular  type  of 
wheat.  They  do  not  trust  our  winter 
wheat  or  our  summer  wheat.  When  we 
tried  to  supply  them  with  additional  seed 
wheat,  it  served  only  as  food.  They 
planted  their  own  alternative  type  of 
wheat.  Those  factors  make  it  necessary 
to  calculate  exactly  how  much  of  any 
product  they  wish  to  use. 

There  is  another  very  important  ele¬ 
ment  in  this  bill,  namely,  the  amount  of 
cotton  involved.  I  have  great  respect 
for  my  good  friends  in  the  cotton  trade. 
They  have  been  useful  generally  to  this 
country  and  useful  to  the  officials  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  but  I  think 
they  have  been  incorrect  in  connection 
with  this  particular  matter.  They  have 
been  unwise  in  saying  that  1,672,000,000 
pounds  of  cotton  shall  be  shipped  and 
that  the  amount  shall  not  be  reduced  ex¬ 
cept  as  the  total  over-all  appropriation  is 
reduced.  That  amounts  to  3,344,000  bales, 
and  3,344,000  bales  are  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  quantity  of  cotton.  The  carry-over 
of  cotton  yesterday,  or  on  August  1st, 
the  day  to  calculate  the  annual  carry¬ 
over,  was  probably  in  the  neighborhood 
of  five  million,  six  or  seven  hundred 
thousand  bales.  If  it  should  happen  that 
cotton  orders  should  be  canceled,  then 
we  can  see  the  concern  with  which  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  might  face  the  situation,  be¬ 
cause  adding  3,344,000  bales  to  what  is 
already  five  million,  six  or  seven  hundred 
thousand  bales,  would  give  us  about  9,- 
000,000  bales  carry-over,  and  we  would 
be  in  serious  trouble. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  important  in  con¬ 
nection  with  prices  also,  because  cotton 
support  prices,  as  the  law  now  stands, 
will  be  determined  by  the  carry-over  and 
the  relationship  of  the  carry-over  to  a 
normal  supply.  If  we  should  reduce  the 
purchases  of  cotton  by  three  and  a  half 
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million  bales,  and  we  did  not  export  four 
million  bales  as  we  have  estimated,  then 
we  would  greatly  accentuate  this  develop¬ 
ment  of  extraordinary  supply,  and  there 
might  be  a  tendency  for  cotton  prices  to 
drop.  Not  only  that,  but  cotton  quotas 
would  be  affected,  and  that  is  why  we 
must  talk  plainly  about  it.  Cotton 
quotas  and  support  prices  are  extremely 
important.  Therefore  I  can  understand 
writing  in  a  provision  requiring  that  the 
same  kinds  and  quantities  have  to  be 
used.  In  other  words,  it  is  said,  “If  you 
do  not  take  the  cotton  we  have  set  forth 
here  in  just  these  kinds  and  quantities, 
then  the  money  reverts  to  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States.”  I  think  that  would 
be  extremely  serious.  Therefore  I  wish 
to  remind  my  colleagues  that  the  farmers 
of  this  country,  and  I  think  with  wonder¬ 
fully  inspired  leadership,  have  decided 
they  want  no  part  of  this  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  have  heard  comments  here  about 
what  the  radio  commentators  and  the 
press  have  said  about  this  matter.  Why 
not  talk  about  what  the  farmer  has  said 
about  it?  This  is  supposed  to  help  farm¬ 
ers.  What  do  they  say?  The  farmers, 
through  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration,  through  the  National  Grange, 
and  through  the  National  Farmers’ 
Union,  have  said,  “This  is  destructive 
to  the  best  interests  of  farmers,  and  we 
want  no  part  of  it.”  The  farmers  real¬ 
ize  that  they  do  not  get  any  lasting  ben¬ 
efit  out  of  doing  business  in  this  way. 
They  want  to  develop  foreign  markets, 
and  they  want  to  keep  foreign  markets, 
and  they  do  not  want  to  spoil  those  mar¬ 
kets  by  antagonizing  the  people  who  must 
thereafter  be  their  friends. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Before  the  Sen¬ 
ator  leaves  the  reference  he  has  just  been 
making,  I  wonder  if  he  would  not  per¬ 
mit  me  to  introduce  into  the  Record  the 
two-paragraph  statement  made  by  Mr. 
Allan  B.  Kline,  president  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau  Federation;  Mr.  James 
G.  Patton,  president  of  the  National 
Farmers’  Union;  and  Mr.  A.  S.  Goss,  mas¬ 
ter  of  the  National  Grange. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  be  very 
happy  if  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan  would  do  so. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  asks  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  he  may  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  the  purpose  of  hav¬ 
ing  certain  material  inserted  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point.  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  fi  lows: 

The  undersigned  farm  organizations  are 
disturbed  over  an  amendment  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  bill  having  to  do  with  ECA  funds. 
We  have  supported  the  Marshall  plan  which 
Is  based  on  the  two  fundamental  concepts 
that  not  until  the  war-torn  countries  of 
Europe  effect  economic  recovery  can  stable 
prosperity  and  safety  throughout  the  world 
be  assured,  and  that  European  recovery 
must  be  the  responsibility  of  Europeans 
themselves.  Reserving  the  right  to  pass  upon 
and  approve  all  plans  for  recovery  presented 
by  the  European  nations,  the  United  States 
has  consistently  demanded  that  formulat¬ 


ing  the  plans  and  executing  them  Is  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibility  of  the  participating  na¬ 
tions. 

The  amendment  in  question  abandons 
that  principle  and  requires  European  nations 
to  buy  specified  quantities  of  certain  crops 
which  may  be  in  surplus  here  in  the  United 
States.  Much  as  the.  farm  organizations 
want  to  market  our  surplus  crops,  we  feel 
that  it  would  be  a  serious  blunder  for  us  to 
assume  the  responsibility  of  dictating  to  the 
European  nations  what  they  must  buy,  and 
thereby  lessen  their  responsibility  for  con¬ 
summating  their  plans.  If  they  need  these 
crops,  we  want  them  to  buy  them,  but  we  do 
not  want  to  see  ECA  funds  used  for  purchases 
they  do  not  need,  and  we  do  not  want  to  see 
any  lessening  of  the  responsibility  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  nations  for  executing  their  own 
plans  successfully.  We  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  deleted  before  the  bill  passes  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Allan  B.  Kline, 

President,  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

.  JAMES  G.  PATTON, 

President,  National  Farmers’  Union, 

A.  S.  Goss, 

Master,  the  National  Grange. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  believe  the  Senator 
stated  the  American  farmer  would  lose 
his  market  if  the  proposed  method  of 
operation  were  not  followed. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  I  said  that  the 
American  farmer  would  be  faced  with 
the  possibility,  if  a  new  retrenchment 
program  were  started  in  any  country, 
that  his  exports  could  be  cut  down,  as 
they  were  in  the  case  of  tobacco  by  the 
British  Government,  but  he  would  rather 
face  that  than  try  to  compel  those  coun¬ 
tries  to  take  American  tobacco  and  cot¬ 
ton  whether  they  wanted  it  or  not,  and 
have  the  possibility  of  antagonizing  sub¬ 
sequent  friends. 

Mr.  JENNER.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator,  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  has  had 
great  experience  with  the  farmers,  and 
I  should  like  to  ask  him  if  he  thinks  that 
the  present  policy  of  England,  with  her 
barter  system  trade  with  Russia,  where¬ 
by  she  is  going  to  buy  a  million  tons  of 
rough  grain  from  Russia  next  year,  will 
aid  and  benefit  the  American  farmer. 
Does  the  Senator  think  the  American 
farmer  likes  that? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  I  do  not  think 
the  American  farmer  likes  that,  and  I 
think  there  are  many  things  going  on  in 
thj  world  the  American  farmer  does  not 
like.  But  the  signing  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  wheat  agreement  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  friendly  basis  of  international 
trade  are  evidences,  I  think,  there  are 
many  things  that  appeal  to  the  American 
farmer. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Does  the  Senator  think 
the  barter  system  England  has  entered 
into  with  Russia,  and  the  88  trade  pacts 
the  European  Marshall  plan  countries 
have  entered  into  with  Russia,  are  con¬ 
ductive  to  the  same  feeling  which  the 
international  wheat  agreement,  by  which 
we  are  trying  to  create  friendly  markets, 
would  accomplish? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No,  I  do  not.  There 
are  many  things  in  the  British  policy  to 
which  I  do  not  fully  subscribe  or  which 
I  fully  support.  I  can  only  control  the 


things  which  I  do  as  a  United  States 
Senator,  and  contribute,  as  best  I  can, 
to  what  the  United  States  Senate  does. 
The  experience  I  have  had  persuades  me 
that  the  path  proposed  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  the  one  to  follow. 

Mr.  JENNER.  As  I  understand,  all 
these  countries  have  laid  down  the  speci¬ 
fications,  have  indicated  their  minimum 
requirements.  If  the  requirements  are 
based  on  the  bare  minimum  they  actually 
need,  and  we  have  a  surplus  of  one  of  the 
commodities  in  this  country,  and  the 
Government  has  to  pay,  in  fact,  for  that 
surplus,  and  we  are  giving  it  to  these 
countries,  what  possible  harm  could  come 
from  that  kind  of  an  operation? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  been  trying 
to  illustrate  what  does  the  harm,  and  I 
will  illustrate  it  by  another  example. 
The  statement  I  have  made  is  that  con¬ 
ditions  change,  and  change  rapidly,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  anticipate  in  February 
of  1949  what  may  be  the  condition  in 
January  of  1950. 

Let  me  refer  again  to  the  table  of  justi¬ 
fications  on  page  838,  to  which  this  whole 
matter  is  tied.  At  the  bottom  of  the  page 
is  the  item  of  pork  to  come  from  Canada. 
At  the  time  this  matter  was  prepared — 
and  the  budget  was  started  last  August, 
a  year  ago — it  was  not  anticipated  that 
•  supplies  of  pork  in  the  United  States 
would  be  dangerously  high.  But  a  very 
large  corn  crop,  and  a  favorable  corn- 
hog  ratio,  resulted  in  a  situation  in  which 
we  may  have  large  surpluses  of  pork  in 
the  United  States. 

A  grower  testifying  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
a  few  days  ago  said  that  he  felt  that, 
regardless  of  what  plan  was  adopted,  or 
what  supports  were  put  into  effect,  hogs 
in  the  United  States  would  drop  to  $12 
a  hundredweight  even  though  they  have 
a  support  price  of  something  like  $16.10. 
He  said  that  the  supply  was  going  to  be 
so  great  it  would  absolutely  upset  the 
market.  Under  those  circumstances  it 
would  be  the  part  of  wisdom  to  export 
some  pork  to  Europe,  but  under  the 
terms  of  the  amendment  that  would  not 
be  possible,  because  it  would  be  necessary 
to  adhere  to  what  is  set  forth  in  this  justi¬ 
fication,  and  that  makes  no  provision  at 
all  for  the  export  of  American  pork. 

I  think  the  Administrator  of  ECA  and 
his  staff  did  the  very  best  they  could  in 
making  their  estimates.  They  were  never 
anxious  to  submit  them  in  the  first  place. 
They  calculated  as  well  as  they  could,  but 
conditions  change,  and  they  may  now 
find  it  is  impossible  to  live  with  those  esti¬ 
mates,  after  a  while.  Therefore  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  substitute  something  else. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  has  been  no 
change  in  the  figures  the  ECA  Adminis¬ 
trator  submitted  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  in  July,  from  the  figures 
submitted  in  February.  I  have  been  a 
member  of  the  committee,  and  I  have 
listened  to  all  the  evidence. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  , have  not  said 
there  has  been  a  change.  I  am  saying 
that  there  may  be  great  changes  between 
the  figures  they  submitted  in  February, 
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and  those  we  may  have  before  us  by  Jan¬ 
uary  of  next  year. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  figures  they  sub¬ 
mitted  in  July  were  the  figures  they  col¬ 
lected  last  February.  They  have  not 
changed  between  February  and  July,  at 
least,  because  if  they  have,  they  would 
have  come  before  the  committee  and 
asked  for  different  justifications.  Here 
it  is  August,  nearly  September,  and  a  new 
session  will  convene  early  in  January.  So 
that  if  the  recipient  countries  need  the 
things  the  distinguished  Senator  is  dis¬ 
cussing,  they  have  them  enumerated  here. 
If  they  do  not  need  them,  they  do  not 
spend  the  money.  All  they  have  to  do  is 
come  back  in  January  and  say,  “We  have 
a  surplus  of  this  product,  we  do  not  have 
enough  of  this  one.” 

The  figures  certainly  have  not  changed 
since  I  listened  to  the  testimony  of  the 
ECA,  there  has  been  no  increase  in  the 
amounts  at  all,  and  they  are  using  figures 
now,  in  August,  which  they  handed  in  last 
February. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  a  question. 
Taking  the  argument  the  distinguished 
Senator  is  making,  we  have  to  assume 
that  there  will  be  a  change,  and  up  to 
now  there  has  not  been  a  change.  So 
what  right  does  the  Senator  feel  he  has 
to  say  that  the  justification  should  not 
stand  upon  the  basis  upon  which  it  has 
been  made? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Let  me  first  answer 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  experience  of 
the  Senate  in  the  last  few  months  which 
would  persuade  me  that  it  would  be  easy 
to  come  in  and  get  a  change  in  a  few 
days.  We  have  been  spending  5  days 
on  an  Independent  Offices  appropriation 
bill  that  once  could  pass  in  a  few  hours, 
so  delay  is  the  order  of  the  day. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly  not  if  the 
evidence  was  not  any  different.  If  the 
evidence  was  different,  and  there  was  a 
need  for  a  change,  then  I  submit  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  his  argument 
might  be  plausible  on  some  of  these  mat¬ 
ters.  But  at  least  until  the  middle  of 
August  there  has  not  been  an  argument 
made  by  the  Administrator  to  change 
one  of  the  justifications  respecting  any 
of  the  figures. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree.  But  I  will 
say  that  one  day,  sitting  in  the  office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  T  received 
a  cable  saying  that  the  British  did  not 
want  any  more  tobacco.  I  could  not  wait 
3  or  4  or  5  months  to  come  before  Con¬ 
gress  to  have  a  change  made.  I  had  to 
cancel  the  order  for  tobacco  on  that  1 
day.  I  believe  the  distinguished  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Mr.  Paul  Hoffman,  ought  to 
have  the  same  opportunity  to  make  a 
change. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  question  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  if  we  are  going  to  freeze 
all  these  expenditures,  insofar  as  certain 
favorite  surplus  agricultural  products  are 
concerned,  should  we  not,  in  order  to  be 
consistent,  freeze  everything  which  is  in 
the  bill? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  all  right  with 
me. 


Mr.  LODGE.  Should  we  not  do  away 
with  the  ECA  and  make  it,  frankly,  a 
hand-out? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts — 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  has  raised  a  very 
pertinent  question,  and  I  agree  with  him. 
I  agree  that  if  a  justification  is  made  in 
this  bill  it  ought  to  be  carried  out, 
whether  it  is  with  reference  to  food  or 
machinery  or  what  not. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
has  all  day  been  admonishing  Senators 
that  he  is  going  to  enforce  the  rules  of 
the  Senate.  A  Senator  can  yield  only 
for  a  question.  The  Chair  has  been  ad¬ 
monishing  Senators  on  that  point  in  the 
hope  that  Senators  would  observe  the 
admonition.  If  Senators  are  not  going 
to  observe  it,  the  Chair  will  enforce  the 
rule  and  take  any  Senator  who  violates 
the  rule  off  his  feet.  The  Chair  is  try¬ 
ing  to  enforce  the  rules,  in  order  that 
we  may  make  some  progress.  That  is 
the  Chair’s  duty,  as  he  conceives  it.  The 
Chair  hopes  that  Senators  will  cooperate 
with  him.  The  Chair  is  finding  it  very 
hard  to  induce  Senators  to  do  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  an¬ 
swer  the  distinguished  Presiding  Officer’s 
observations  that  if  he  means  I  am  tak¬ 
ing  the  floor  improperly  I  shall  endeavor 
to  observe  the  rule.  So  I  will  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  if  he  will  yield 
to  me  for  a  question. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
had  no  reference  to  any  particular  Sen¬ 
ator.  He  was  speaking  to  all  Senators. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  say  in  all  seri¬ 
ousness  that  I  respect  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  He  has  been 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  speaks 
with  authority.  I  deeply  appreciate  the 
information  he  has  given  to  the  Senate 
this  afternoon.  But  I  also  want  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  know  that,  as  a  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  the  questions 
I  ask  run  to  the  method  of  appropriat¬ 
ing  money,  not  only  the  methods  in  the 
committee,  but  in  the  Senate  itself.  I 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that  I 
agree  with  anyone  who  feels  that  the 
justifications  should  be  carried  down  to 
the  lower  level,  and  that  an  amendment 
is  in  order,  because  I  think  that  if  we 
appropriate  the  total  amount  of  $3,628,- 
000,000  on  the  basis  of  the  justification 
made,  there  should  be  no  objection  what¬ 
ever  to  taking  the  next  step. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  to  consider  the  subject  of 
cheese.  Let  us  say  the  Administrator 
came  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  said,  "Now  here  is  the  need. 
We  must  have  $51,100,000  worth  of 
cheese.  We  want  ECA  dollars  for  $46,- 
900,000  worth  of  cheese.  That  is  what 
we  want  for  cheese.  We  have  got  to  have 
cheese.”  Nearly  7  months  have  passed 
since  the  figures  were  made  up,  so  I 
cannot  see  how  there  will  be  a  big  change 
in  one  day,  but  if  they  do  not  get  the 


money  for  cheese,  does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  he  should  permit  ECA  to  take 
that  $50,000,000  and  buy  perfume  with  it? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  would  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  I  would  not 
be  in  favor  of  giving  the  Administrator 
instructions  to  buy  perfume  with  it,  and 
my  knowledge  of  Paul  Hoffman  convinces 
Are  that  he  would  not  do  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  is  now 
again  speaking  to  the  ability  and  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  Administrator.  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  as  to  that.  I  gave  the  Sen¬ 
ator  an  example  of  something  which 
would  not  happen.  But  just  the  same, 
that  furnishes  the  basis  of  an  argument. 
I  again  ask  the  Senator:  If  the  need  does 
not  exist  for  cheese,  does  the  Senator 
think  the  Administrator  should  spend  the 
money  for  something  outside  the  food 
category  entirely? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  would  not 
worry  me  in  the  slightest.  I  think  he 
ought  to  be  allowed  to  use  his  discretion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
think  we  should  appropriate  the  money 
on  that  basis? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  think  it  is 
a  wholly  different  program  from  the 
ordinary  programs  of  the  departments. 
I  may  point  out  the  argument  that  was 
made  to  the  effect  that  we  do  not  give 
leeway  of  this  kind  to  any  other  Admin¬ 
istrator.  We  do  give  it  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  We  give  him  $4,850,000,- 
000  to  use  through  Commodity  Credit, 
and  we  do  not  specify  any  particular 
crop  or  any  specified  number  of  bushels 
for  which  he  shall  use  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  has  to  do  with 
the  support  prices  for  crops,  as  provided 
under  basic  law,  the  Steagall  Act  and  so 
forth. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  involves  the 
whole  use  of  the  price-support  power 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
We  do  not  say  to  the  Secretary  “You 
shall  support  300,000,000  bushels  of 
wheat;  you  shall  support  1,000,000,000 
bushels  of  corn,  and  so  many  bushels  of 
soy  beans,  and  if  you  do  not  support 
them  that  money  reverts  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  of  the  United  States."  We  do  not 
say  that  to  him. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  when  the  Secre¬ 
tary  comes  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee  he  justifies  his  requests  under 
the  basic  legislation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  answer. 
The  Secretary  does  not  use  such  money 
for  building  battleships  or  something 
else. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  But,  as  I  am  trying 
to  point  out  to  the  distinguished  Senator, 
we  justify  it  on  the  basis  of  specific 
things.  We  anticipate  how  much  money 
may  be  needed  for  eggs;  we  anticipate 
how  much  may  be  needed  for  this,  that, 
and  the  other  thing,  and  then  the  sit¬ 
uation  may  change,  and  we  do  not  need 
it  for  the  specified  products  at  all,  but 
we  do  need  it  for  something  different 
and  should  be  allowed  to  so  use  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  it  is  not  used  to 
build  battleships. 

Will  the  Senator  yield  for  one  more 
question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  crop  situation 
changes  in  Europe — and  I  agree  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
that  it  may — certainly  if  they  do  not 
need  the  crops  in  question,  they  do  not 
need  the  money.  That  is  all  there  is 
to  it,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  That  is  the 
answer  if  they  do  not  need  them.  But  all 
I  am  trying  to  say  this  afternoon  is  that 
the  limited  experience  I  have  had  in 
trying  to  send  foods  to  all  parts  of  the 
earth  convinces  me  that  we  need  the 
greatest  amount  of  freedom  on  the  part 
of  the  Administrator.  If  he  proves  un¬ 
worthy  of  his  task,  eliminate  him,  but 
while  he  serves,  give  him  power  to  act. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  indulge  me 
while  I  say  that  early  in  the  period 
following  the  last  World  War  we  called 
back  into  active  service  the  man  who 
knows  perhaps  more  about  the  handling 
of  food  than  anybody  in  the  world, 
former  President  Hoover.  He  went  on  a 
trip  around  the  world.  As  a  result  of  his 
trip  we  changed  the  requirements  before 
the  International  Food  Board,  or  as  then 
called,  the  Combined  Food  Board,  of 
which  I  was  Chairman.  We  changed 
the  requirements  of  countries  by  sub¬ 
stantial  amounts  because  Mr.  Hoover 
was  able  to  figure  out  that  cerain  in¬ 
digenous  supplies  in  the  Near  East  that 
could  be  used  for  food  and  were  not 
being  used  would  become  part  of  the 
world  supply,  so  we  changed  the  re¬ 
quirements  in  that  respect. 

I  am  not  trying  to  say  to  the  Senate 
that  it  should  appropriate  in  any  one 
particular  fashion.  But  I  say  that  the 
Senate  should  not  tie  down  this  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  exact  amounts  and  quan¬ 
tities  in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration  budget  justification. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  One  more  question, 
and  then  I  shall  conclude.  Has  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  ever  heard  me  ex¬ 
press  a  doubt  concerning  the  ability  of 
Mr.  Hoffman? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  On  the  con¬ 
trary  I  have  heard  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  speak  very  highly  of 
him. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  I  would  feel  perfectly  at  liberty 
to  give  Mr.  Hoffman  any  privileges  I 
would  want  to  accord  any  other  adminis¬ 
trator. 

Let  me  ask  the  Senator  this  final  ques¬ 
tion:  Let  us  say  there  is  a  justification 
for  financial  experts  to  go  from  one 
country  to  another;  from  the  United 
States  to  another  country,  let  us  say,  to 
learn  about  fiscal  policies.  Say  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  was  short  $1,000,000  in  its 
appropriation.  If  Mr.  Hoffman  did  not 
use  the  $46,000,000  for  cheese,  does  the 
Senator  believe  that  we  as  Senators 
would  be  doing  our  duty  if  we  were  to 
appropriate  the  money  and  allow  it  to  be 
used  for  the  purpose  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned,  if  it  were  not  authorized? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  will  say  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  that  if  the 
project  were  not  authorized,  I  think  he 
ought  to  come  back  and  consult  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress.  But  if  there 
were  an  emergency  situation,  I  would 
certainly  trust  his  judgment  and  allow 


him  to  go  ahead,  and  I  would  expect  him 
to  go  ahead  whether  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  had  specifically  passed 
upon  the  question  or  not,  if  it  were  within 
the  general  category  of  work  expected 
to  be  done. 

We  are  talking  about  supplying  food. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  asked  a  ques¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  apples  and  pears. 
The  people  of  the  Scandinavian  coun¬ 
tries  and  various  other  peoples  of  Europe 
are  very  fond  of  our  dried  fruits.  There 
is  a  small  provision  for  dried  fruits. 
There  is  also  a  requirement  that  1,000,- 
000  hundredweights  of  rosin  and  nearly 
1%  million  gallons  of  turpentine  be  sent 
from  our  naval  stores  to  those  countries. 
I  suggest  to  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  that  it  might  be  possible  to  substi¬ 
tute  fruits  for  rosin  and  turpentine  with¬ 
out  destroying  the  program.  But  under 
the  language  of  the  amendment  it  could 
not  be  done.  The  Administrator  must 
send  IV2  million  gallons  of  turpentine 
and  a  million  hundredweight  of  rosin.  I 
submit  that  that  is  not  good  administra¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  I  have  a  question 
which  relates  to  that  subject.  Is  it  not 
true  that  all  dollars  come  home  eventu¬ 
ally,  and  that,  therefore,  what  we  are 
doing  by  this  amendment  is  taking  a 
certain  set  of  privileged  individuals  out 
of  the  free-enterprise  system  and  giving 
them  a  preferred  status,  and  letting  the 
rest  of  the  expenditures  take  their 
chance,  on  the  very  specious  plea  that 
this  is  helping  business  in  this  country? 
Actually,  do  not  dollars  always  come 
home,  anyway? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  sure  that 
all  the  dollars  we  are  putting  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  will  come  home  for  a  long  time, 
but  I  feel  absolutely  certain  that  we  must 
leave  the  language  of  the  bill  so  that  it 
will  be  possible  in  this  legislation  for  the 
Administrator  to  go  outside  of  any  pre¬ 
scribed  categories. 

When  the  original  hearings  were  held 
on  ECA,  the  then  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  was  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Vandenberg],  The  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Texas  l  Mr. 
Connally]  was  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee.  It  was  nec¬ 
essary  for  me  to  appear  before  that  com¬ 
mittee  and  testify.  Representatives  of 
many  branches  of  the  Government  ap¬ 
peared.  We  testified  to  what  we  thought 
the  countries  of  Europe  might  need  over 
a  period  of  1,  2,  3,  4,  or  6  years.  We  were 
questioned  very  closely,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Lodge]  will  remember,  as  to  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  any  meat  was  going  to  be  sent 
to  Europe  in  the  next  4  or  5  years.  It 
was  not  then  contemplated  that  our  do¬ 
mestic  meat  supplies  would  permit  the 
exportation  of  American  meat  to  Eu¬ 
rope.  Yet  here  we  are,  within  a  short 
period,  anxious  to  find  a  market  for  our 
pork,  anxious  to  move  some  fats  and  oils 
which  were  then  scarce  in  the  world  be¬ 
cause  the  surpluses  are  now  so  great  that 


hog  prices  are  affected  by  the  great  over¬ 
supply  of  edible  fats. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  involved  export 
licenses,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  it  involved 
export  licenses.  I  perhaps  was  not  too 
greatly  in  sympathy  with  the  policy  which 
was  invoked  in  connection  with  export 
licenses 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  kept  the 
supply  in  this  country,  when  fats  began 
to  accumulate  to  a  great  extent. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Precisely.  What  I 
want  to  be  able  to  do  is  to  say  to  the 
Administrator  of  ECA  that  when  a  con¬ 
dition  like  that  arises  he  can  reverse  the 
estimates  he  has' previously  filed,  and  say, 
“I  am  desirous  of  supplying  additional 
quantities  of  a  substance  of  which  here¬ 
tofore  has  been  in  short  supply  but  which 
is  now  in  surplus.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  taken  more  time  than  I  intended, 
but  I  am  happy  to  yield  again  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  figures  which 
have  been  set  up  by  Mr.  Hoffman  for 
justification  are  his  figures,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  are. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  They  did  not  come 
from  the  farmers  of  the  country,  did 
they? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  but  they  were 
made  up  after  careful  consultation  with 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  they  represent 
needs  over  there. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  were  made  up 
on  the  basis  of  needs  abroad  and  the 
ability  of  the  American  farmer  to  supply 
them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  This  is  what  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  says  they  need  to  buy  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  contradict 
that  statement.  I  only  point  out  that 
the  man  does  not  live  who  can  guess  the 
ultimate  need.  Along  comes  a  disaster, 
and  the  whole  condition  changes  over 
night,  or  a  great  crop  turns  out,  and  the 
need  for  certain  products  no  longer 
exists,  and  something  else  is  required. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  might  happen 
on  this  side  of  the  water.  But  if  we  did 
not  have  a  surplus  the  McClellan  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  apply. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  might  happen 
across  the  water  that  they  would  have 
more  than  they  anticipated.  If  so,  they 
would  not  need  the  money. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  with  that. 
They  would  not  need  the  money  for  that 
specific  purpose,  but  there  might  be  an¬ 
other  purpose,  and  it  might  be  just  as 
important  to  serve  that  purpose  as  it  was 
to  serve  the  need  for  rosin  and  turpen¬ 
tine. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  might  be  com¬ 
pletely  foreign  to  the  estimates  which 
were  made  at  the  time  the  approval  of 
Congress  was  obtained. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  not  say 
that  it  would  be  foreign. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  If  it  were  included  in 
the  $3,628,000,000,  the  Senator  would  say 
that  it  would  not  be  foreign? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  said  that  dollars 
always  come  back.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  answer  that  they  do  not  always 
come  back.  If  they  do,  at  least  some 
of  them  do  not  come  back  for  a  long 
time. 

I  should  like  to  ask  a  question  about 
meat.  Let  us  assume  that  Great  Britain 
did  not  buy  the  meat  set  out  in  the 
justification,  but  used  her  own  dollars, 
or  ECA  dollars  which  she  was  not  spend¬ 
ing  in  this  country  in  order  to  continue 
her  economy,  and  made  a  barter  ar¬ 
rangement  with  Argentina  under  which 
products  Britain  produced  were  bartered 
for  meat,  which  has  actually  been  done. 
Would  those  dollars  come  hack  to  the 
United  States  during  the  life  of  that 
trade  agreement? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  think  they 
would. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  that  a  healthy  con¬ 
dition  for  the  farmer  of  the  United 
States  who  is  raising  beef? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  warn  the  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader  that  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  foreign  relations,  but  that 
does  not  change  my  fundamental  view¬ 
point  in  the  slightest. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  British  should  still  buy 
beef  from  Argentina? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  some  reser¬ 
vations  on  the  question  of  buying  beef 
from  Argentina.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
wholly  bad,  because  it  may  change  an¬ 
other  international  situation.  We  may 
be  able  to  supply  something  else. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  At  the  expense  of  the 
cattlemen  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  had  occa¬ 
sion  to  talk  to  a  few  cattlemen  who  are 
not  entirely  broke,  and  have  not '•been. 
I  do  not  believe  that  the  effect  of  the 
Argetnine  export  trade  is  as  great  as 
some  would  lead  us  to  believe. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  is  not 
now  speaking  for  the  cattlemen  of  the 
country.  He  does  not  mean  to  say  that 
they  are  happy  about  the  agreement  be¬ 
tween  Argentina  and  Great  Britain  with 
relation  to  the  exchange  of  beef,  does  he? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska  recognizes  that  there  has 
long  been  a  question  as  to  that  argument. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  allow  me  to  propound  a  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  can  be 
done  only  by  unanimous  consent.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  question  I  should 
like  to  propound  is  this:  I  am  a  little  con¬ 
fused  by  the  debate  between  my  col¬ 
league  and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 
As  I  get  the  point  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  if  so  much  money  has  been 
justified  for  the  purchase  of  cheese,  it 
is  his  idea  that  it  should  not  be  used  for 
any  other  purpose. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Am  I  to  understand 
from  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  that  if 
we  allow  this  money  to  buy  cheese,  and 
Great  Britain  and  the  other  countries  do 
not  want  cheese,  they  can  buy  Argentine 
beef? 


Mr.  WHERRY.  They  can  use  it  for 
anything  they  choose  for  which  ECA 
funds  are  authorized.  I  certainly  think 
that  would  include  meat,  if  the  position 
of  the  opponents  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
most  of  the  afternoon  has  been  con¬ 
sumed  by  arguments  on  the  proposed 
amendment,  rather  than  on  the  point  of 
order  which  will  be  made.  I  had  in¬ 
tended  to  make  some  remarks  opposing 
the  amendment  on  its  merits,  should  it 
not  be  removed  from  the  bill  by  means 
of  a  point  of  order,  because  throughout 
the  agricultural  commodity  producing 
areas  there  is  a  great  deal  of  opposition 
both  to  the  amendment  originally  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
and  to  the  amendment  now  proposed, 
mainly  for  the  reason  that  it  is  felt  that 
regardless  of  how  we  consider  either  the 
original  amendment  or  the  revised 
amendment,  they  serve  the  same  pur¬ 
pose  and  have  the  same  intent,  namely, 
they  merely  freeze  a  portion  of  the  ECA 
funds  for  the  benefit  of  a  certain  group 
of  producers  of  agricultural  products, 
and  they  tie  the  hands  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  him 
from  making  proper  changes  to  take  care 
of  agricultural  surpluses  which  may  de¬ 
velop  in  other  products,  which  are  not 
set  forth  in  the  justifications.  All  the 
farm  organizations,  all  the  people  to 
whom  I  have  talked,  all  the  horticultur¬ 
al  interests,  and  other  interests  in  the 
State  of  Washington  and  throughout 
the  Pacific  Northwest,  are  in  opposition 
to  this  proposed  amendment.  They  be¬ 
lieve  that  under  the  present  wording  of 
section  112,  in  which  certain  amend¬ 
ments  were  placed  at  the  last  session  of 
Congress  to  take  care  of  other  prod¬ 
ucts — and  I  myself  offered  one  of  them — 
the  ECA  has  adequately  handled  the  sit¬ 
uation,  and  those  provisions  have  proved 
satisfactory  and  sufficient  to  give  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  authority  to  make  the  nec¬ 
essary  adjustments  from  time  to  time, 
not  only  as  to  particular  commodities, 
but  as  to  types  and  grades,  in  the  case  of 
agricultural  products  which  may  be¬ 
come  surplus  in  the  United  States.  They 
feel  that  the  act  should  remain  as  it  is; 
that  this  amendment,  if  adopted,  would 
be  detrimental  and,  in  effect,  would  re¬ 
strict  the  operations  under  the  program 
to  the  comparatively  few  items  listed  in 
the  justifications. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  whether  the  present  act  prevent¬ 
ed  Britain  from  using  ECA  funds  to  buy 
cheese  in  Canada  at  a  time  last  year 
when  cheese  was  declared  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  be  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  No;  the  present  act 
did  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  present  act  con¬ 
tains  no  enforcement  provisions,  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  from  Washington  will 
agree.  The  act  contains  no  penalty,  no 
provision  of  a  means  by  which  to  enforce 
its  provisions.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Washington  that  there  is  an  ad¬ 
monition,  but  the  act  provides  no  way  to 
enforce  it;  does  it? 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  agree  that  there 
is  no  way  to  enforce  it.  I  do  not  think 
Mr.  Hoffman  could  be  put  in  jail  or  could 
be  fined  or  could  be  removed  from  office, 
unless  we  felt  he  had  broken  the  law. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  the  case  of  cheese, 
it  was  not  adhered  to. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  did  not  know 
about  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Washington  know  about  the  purchase 
of  55,000,000  bushels  of  wheat  in  Canada 
in  the  last  quarter  of  last  year? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  know  of  several 
purchases  of  wheat.  As  to  some,  I 
agree;  and  as  to  others,  I  disagree. 

But  if  we  attempt  to  write  into  a  leg¬ 
islative  measure,  provisions  in  regard 
to  what  should  be  done  in  each  par¬ 
ticular  case,  particularly  if  such  pro¬ 
visions  are  attempted  to  be  restricted 
to  the  items  mentioned  in  the  justifica¬ 
tions,  I  am  sure  we  shall  do  an  injustice 
to  other  items  which  it  might  be  desir¬ 
able  to  have  handled  according  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  was  not  directing 
my  question  to  how  the  Senator  felt 
about  writing  into  the  bill  any  require¬ 
ments  under  the  McClellan  amendment. 
I  was  directing  my  question  to  the  basic 
act  which  was  passed.  The  provisions 
of  the  act  did  not  prevent  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  from  purchasing  in  Canada  55,- 
000,000  bushels  of  wheat  in  the  last  quar¬ 
ter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949,  when  wheat 
had  been  declared  surplus  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  think  the 
act  prevents  him  at  all. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No.  So,  I  may  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator,  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  the  basic  act,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  amendment,  that  does  anything 
except  admonish  the  Administrator  that, 
if  crops  are  surplus,  he  should  buy  the 
surpluses  with  ECA  dollars.  The  Mc¬ 
Clellan  amendment  effectuates  the  basic 
act.  It  says  that  with  the  amounts  now 
requested  for  wheat,  wheat  shall  be  pur¬ 
chased  in  the  United  States,  when  it  is 
declared  surplus,  and  when  otherwise 
justified.  So  I  simply  want  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor,  for  whom  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
gard,  the  fact  that  the  McClellan  amend¬ 
ment  is  necessary  in  order  to  effectuate 
the  basic  act,,  in  line  with  the  observa¬ 
tions  which  were  being  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  do  not  think  it 
is  necessary  at  all.  I  think  it  is  very  re¬ 
strictive.  I  know  the  argument  about 
buying  the  wheat.  It  may  be  that  too 
much  wheat  was  allowed  to  be  bought, 
and  it  may  be  that  too  much  cheese 
was  bought  in  Canada.  But  I  know  that 
the  farmers  in  my  community  must  also 
have  a  domestic  market  and  that  the 
people  in  Canada  must  be  able  to  sell 
some  of  their  products  in  order  to  buy 
American  products.  I  know  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe  must  be  able  to  sell  prod¬ 
ucts  among  themselves,  otherwise  their 
whole  economy  will  fall. 

The  amounts  involved  may  perhaps 
call  for  a  reprimand  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  or  for  a  change  in  his  viewpoint,  but 
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I  say  the  amendment  is  an  attempt  to 
take  a  certain  group  of  products  and, 
whether  the  countries  need  them  or  not, 
to  require  the  Administrator  to  freeze 
those  products  and  ship  them  to  those 
countries.  Naturally,  they  are  going  to 
take  them.  If  we  are  going  to  do  this 
in  respect  to  the  whole  bill,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  pointed  out,  then 
why  not  restrict  all  the  products?  Why 
not  have  the  McClellan  amendment 
made  sufficiently  broad  to  apply  to  all 
products,  abolish  the  ECA,  pass  the  bill, 
and  ship  everything  to  Europe? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is,  the  Senator 
feels  that  all  we  should  do  is  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  total  amount  and  let  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  use  his  own  judgment  as  to 
what  he  should  do  with  the  money;  is 

fViof 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  that  must 
be  done,  to  make  the  plan  work.  Mr. 
President,  not  to  take  any  further  time 
of  the  Senate,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  remainder  of  my  remarks  on 
the  amendment  be  placed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  WARREN  G.  MAGNUSON 

IN  OPPOSITION  TO  ECA  AMENDMENT  FREEZING 

FUNDS  FOR  SURPLUS  AGRICULTURAL  PRODUCTS 

Mr.  President,  on  pages  4  and  7  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  H.  R.  4830,  the  following  language 
appears:  ‘'90  percent  of  the  amount  required 
to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  products  (determined  surplus  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the  kinds 
and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  budget  Justifica¬ 
tion  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall  not  be 
available  for  any  other  financing.” 

This  differs  somewhat  from  wording  in 
the  original  bill  reported  by  the  committee. 
The  intent,  however,  is  unchanged.  In  my 
judgment,  therefore,  all  of  the  arguments 
against  acceptance  of  the  former  committee 
amendment  applies  with  equal  force  to  this 
provision. 

•Various  estimates  have  been  made  as  to 
the  amount  of  ECA  funds  this  provision  af¬ 
fects.  Those  estimates  range  from  one  to 
one  and  one-half  billion  dollars.  The  affect 
of  the  amendment  is  to  freeze  from  one  to 
one  and  one-half  billion  dollars.  If  adopted, 
this  amendment  would  prohibit  the  Admin- 
estrator  from  using  that  amount  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  whatsoever  other  than  “To  finance  agri¬ 
cultural  products  declared  surplus  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  kinds  and  in 
the  quantities  set  out  in  the  ECA  budget 
Justification  submitted  to  the  Senate.” 

The  committee  has  attempted  to  circum¬ 
vent  the  objection  previously  raised  by  the 
Senate,  namely  that  this  is  a  legislative  pro¬ 
vision  in  an  appropriation  bill.  In  my  Judg¬ 
ment  the  committee  has  not  been  successful. 
It  is  the  same  old  customer  in  a  new  dress. 

The  use  of  the  funds  I  have  referred  to 
would  be  restricted  in  amounts  to  those 
products  set  forth  in  the  justification  ECA 
presented  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

In  those  justifications,  ECA  listed  under 
food  and  agricultural  imports  the  following 
items:  bread  grains,  fats  and  oils,  sugar, 
meats,  dairy  products,  other  foods,  coarse 
grains,  protein  feeds,  fertilizer,  cotton,  wool, 
other  fibers,  tobacco,  and  other  agricultural 
products.  You  will  note  there  are  three 
catch-all  categories  in  this  list:  Other  foods, 
other  fibers,  and  other  agricultural  products. 
The  Justification  indicates  that  ECA  esti¬ 
mates  purchases  of  these  commodities  in 
fiscal  1950  will  total  $1,874,000,000  and  that 
of  this  amount  $1,673,000,000  will  be  spent  in 
the  United  States. 


We  know  from  past  experience,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  products  included  in  the  ECA 
justification  most  likely  to  be  in  surplus  are 
the  following:  wheat,  corn,  tobacco,  and 
cotton.  These  are  what  we  might  call  the 
Big  Four  products.  In  my  judgment  it  will 
be  very  detrimental,  not  only  to  the  ECA 
program,  but  to  all  other  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  to  give  cotton,  tobacco,  wheat,  and  corn 
the  extremely  preferential  treatment  im¬ 
plied  in  this  amendment. 

I  recognize  there  is  a  growing  sentiment  in 
this  country  for  congressional  action  which 
will  serve  as  a  directive  to  the  ECA  Admin¬ 
istrator.  forcing  him  to  in  turn  force  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  countries  to  buy  in  the  United 
States  whenever  a  domestic  product  is  in 
surplus.  To  a  considerable  extent  this  senti¬ 
ment  is  understandable.  Taxpayers  of  this 
country  are  providing  ECA  dollars,  out  of 
their  pockets,  and  have  a  right  to  expect  that 
maximum  attention  be  given  domestic  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  and  to  the  plight  of  any 
particular  industry. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  for  example,  the 
lumber  and  horticultural  industries  are  in 
urgent  need  of  export  outlets.  They  are  hard 
hit  by  the  world-wide  dollar  shortage.  They 
justifiably  look  to  ECA,  not  only  for  sym¬ 
pathetic  treatment,  but  for  positive  action. 
To  date  they  have  been  granted  a  sympa¬ 
thetic  ear  but  little  by  way  of  positive  results 
has  been  forthcoming. 

The  ECA  Administrator  is  a  competent 
businessman,  one  of  the  best  our  free-enter- 
prise  system  has  produced.  Like  any  good 
businessman,  he  is  trying  to  obtain  the  maxi¬ 
mum  return  for  every  dollar  he  spends.  In 
this  case  he  is  buying  European  recovery  with 
the  taxpayers’  dollars  made  available  to  him. 
His  efforts  in  this  regard  are  laudable,  but 
I  believe  he  must  give  increasing  attention 
to  the  problems  of  those  American  industries 
which  have  a  historical  reliance  upon  ex¬ 
ports — industries  which  are  contributing 
their  share  of  the  tax  dollars  the  Administra¬ 
tor  is  spending  for  European  recovery. 

Senators  know  I  have  taken  this  floor  on 
many  occasions  to  present  as  forcefully  as  I 
know  how,  the  problems  presently  confronted 
by  the  horticultural  industry  of  this  country. 
Let  me  fepeat  just  a  few  of  the  facts  I  have 
previously  presented.  Prewar  the  apple 
growers  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  consciously 
and  systematically  developed  foreign  mar¬ 
kets.  The  whole  industry  is  geared  to  ex¬ 
ports.  Approximately  30  percent  of  the  total 
apple  production  was  purchased  by  countries 
now  participating  in  the  Marshall  plan.  To¬ 
day  the  dollar  shortage  has  closed  those  mar¬ 
kets.  The  only  opportunity  the  industry 
has  to  reenter  them  is  through  participation 
in  ECA.  Last  year  only  $9,600,000  was  spent 
by  ECA  for  fruits,  other  than  dried  fruits. 
The  justification  presented  to  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  this  year  Includes 
only  $9,400,000  for  these  fruits.  That  $9,- 
400,000  includes  canned  fruits,  juice  concen¬ 
trates,  and  fresh  fruits.  This  is  a  mere  drop 
in  the  bucket  compared  to  prewar  exports. 

Before  the  war,  exports  of  the  United  States 
horticultural  products  ranked  first  in  all 
United  States  food  exports  and  third  in  all 
agricultural  exports.  Exportation  was  ex¬ 
ceeded  only  by  cotton  and  tobacco.  In  fourth 
place  came  wheat  and  flour.  From  these 
facts,  it  is  readily  understandable  why  I  feel 
compelled  to  oppose  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  would  virtually  foreclose  any 
possibility  of  the  horticultural  Industry  re¬ 
entering  its  foreign  markets  on  a  basis  even 
approaching  prewar  levels. 

This  industry,  which  prewar,  ranked  first 
on  the  list  of  all  food  exports,  would  be  rele¬ 
gated  to  insignificant  participation  in  the 
ECA  program. 

That  the  horticultural  industry  faces  an 
extremely  difficult  problem  has  been  rec¬ 
ognized  by  ECA,  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  the  Senate  itself.  Senators  will  re¬ 


call  that  other  Senators  and  I  sponsored  an 
amendment  to  this  year’s  authorization  act, 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  de¬ 
termine  surpluses  of  horticultural  products 
by  “types,  classes,  and  specifications.”  The 
objective  of  this  amendment  was  to  give  the 
Secretary  authority  to  take  cognizance  of 
the  fact  that  the  industry  over  the  years 
has  developed  varieties  of  apples  and  pears, 
for  example,  peculiarly  suited  for  the  ex¬ 
port  trade.  By  virtue  of  the  amendment,  the 
Secretary  can  find  that  a  surplus  of  export 
varieties  exists,  even  though  the  entire  crop 
may  not  be  in  excess  of  domestic  require¬ 
ments. 

By  adopting  this  amendment,  the  Senate 
gave  recognition  to  the  somewhat  unique 
position  of  this  industry.  Later  the  industry 
presented  its  problem  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  considering  the  agriculture  appro¬ 
priations  bill.  On  page  1'3  of  its  report,  the 
committee  stated:  “The  committee  recog¬ 
nizes  the  unique  postion  and  need  of  this 
Industry,  arising  from  the  temporary  loss  of 
long-standing  export  markets  and  the  in¬ 
ability  of  the  fruit  grower  to  reduce  produc¬ 
tion  without  destruction  of  trees  and  tragic 
loss  of  capital  investment  in  packing  and 
other  facilities.” 

The  lumbering  and  horticultural  indus¬ 
tries  have  urged  other  Senators  and  I  to 
offer  amendments  to  this  bill  which  would 
earmark  certain  funds  for  purchase  of  their 
products  or,  as  an  alternative,  to  offer  an 
amendment  which  would  direct  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  to  force  ECA  countries  to  purchase 
lumber  and  horticultural  products  in  this 
country  exclusively,  whenever  there  is  a  sur¬ 
plus. 

I  have  refrained  from  taking  such  action. 
First,  because  as  I  have  said  before,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Administrator  is  a  sensible  com¬ 
petent  business  man.  He  knows  American 
industry,  and  within  the  framework  of  ex¬ 
isting  legislation  has  authority  to  handle 
these  problems  administratively.  The  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program  is  a  highly  com¬ 
plex  venture.  The  Administrator  must  have 
flexibility  if  he  is  to  do  the  job  the  Congress 
and  the  country  want  him  to  do.  I  serve 
notice  here  and  now,  however,  that  unless 
greater  attention  is  given  by  ECA  represen¬ 
tatives  abroad  to  our  domestic  problems,  I 
shall  be  among  those  supporting  legislation 
requiring  them  to  do  so. 

Second,  I  have  refrained  from  sponsoring 
such  amendments  at  this  time  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  inconsistent  to  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  read  at  the  beginning  of  these  re¬ 
marks  and  simultaneously  sponsor  an  amend¬ 
ment  earmarking  funds  for  some  other  prod¬ 
uct.  I  believe  all  segments  of  our  great 
agricultural  industry  should  be  placed  on 
an  equal  footing.  All  segments  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  should  have  equal  opportunity  to 
present  their  case  to  the  Administrator  and 
he,  in  turn,  to  the  countries  which  are  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  this  great  venture. 

Before  concluding  I  wish  to  call  your  at¬ 
tention  to  several  other  facets  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  I  have  been  discussing.  The  horticul¬ 
tural  industry  and,  in  fact,  all  industries 
relying  on  exports,  view  with  great  alarm 
the  many  bilateral  agreements  which  have 
been,  and  are  being,  negotiated  by  nations 
participating  in  ERP.  Unless  this  tendency 
is  reversed  some  United  States  commodities, 
like  fruit,  may  be  permanently  excluded  from 
normal  European  markets. 

I  recognize,  Mr.  President,  this  problem 
goes  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  ECA.  I  be¬ 
lieve,  however,  that  the  Administrator  and 
his  representatives  abroad  can  do  much  to 
counteract  it.  Certainly  the  attempt  should 
be  made. 

Today  ECA  is  the  dominating  influence  in 
International  trade.  Without  participation 
in  that  program,  reestablishment  and  fur¬ 
ther  development  of  the  horticultural  indus¬ 
try's  European  outlets  is  Impossible.  The 
same  is  true  of  other  segments  of  agriculture 
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who  consciously  and  systematically  developed 
foreign  markets  in  the  prewar  era.  Con¬ 
gress  recognized  the  truth  of  these  state¬ 
ments  by  including  section  112  in  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  itself.  This  section 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
use  section  32  funds  to  aid  in  the  reestab¬ 
lishment  of  export  markets  for  perennial 
horticultural  crops  and  others,  which  may  be 
declared  surplus  to  our  need. 

The  Administrator,  by  cooperating  with 
the  secretary  in  such  an  export  program, 
can  obtain  for  participating  countries  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  at  50  percent  of  total 
cost.  For  some  reason  ECA  has  not  taken 
full  advantage  of  this  very  attractive  pro¬ 
gram.  I  believe  much  greater  use  can  and 
should  be  made  of  section  112.  Here  is  an¬ 
other  instance  where  Congress  has  given  the 
Administrator  an  effective  tool  to  work  with, 
a  tool  which  should  be  placed  in  the  kit  of  all 
of  our  ECA  representatives  abroad,  and  used. 

I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  for  the 
conferees  in  their  report  to  include  language 
along  the  lines  implied  in  these  remarks — 
language  which  would  serve  as  a  guide  to  the 
Administrator,  when  he  is  attempting  to 
determine  congressional  intent  through 
study  of  the  legislative  history  of  this  bill. 
I  urge  those  Senators  who  will  represent  this 
body  at  the  conference  table  to  give  serious 
consideration  to  this  suggestion. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
these  remarks,  I  oppose  the  amendment 
which  appears  on  pages  4  and  8  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill.  .'  gain  I  want  to  make  it  clear,  how¬ 
ever,  that  unless  greater  attention  is  given 
to  the  problems  of  domestic  Industries  by  the 
Administrator,  his  representative  abroad, 
and  the  countries  participating  in  ERP,  I 
shall  be  among  those  sponsoring  legislation 
making  such  action  mandatory. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  importance  of  this  matter,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Anderson 

Hill 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Holland 

Myers 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Bridges 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Butler 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chapman 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Salto  ns  tall 

Chavez 

Kefsuver 

Schoeppel 

Connally 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Donnell 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Langer 

Taylor 

Ellender 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

Lucas 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarran 

Tobey 

■Fuibright 

McCarthy 

Vandenberg 

George 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Graham 

McGrath 

Wiley 

Green 

McKellar 

Williams 

Gurney 

McMahon 

Young 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Magnuson 

Maybank 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  point  of  order 
against  the  committee  amendment  re¬ 
quiring  that  a  large  portion  of  the  ECA 
appropriation  be  expended  only  for  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  products.  I  should  like 
to  have  it  understood  that  in  making 
the  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 


McClellan],  and  reported  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  it  is  in  no  wise 
to  be  construed  as  a  personal  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to 
do  something  which  he  does  not  con¬ 
scientiously  believe  he  should  do,  under 
the  rules  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

As  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the 
able  and  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  knows,  I 
have  a  very  deep  and  abiding  affection 
for  him  and  great  respect  for  all  the  val¬ 
uable  work  he  has  done  over  a  long  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  as  one  of  the  able  Senators 
who  have  been  Members  of  this  body. 
But,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  and  very 
deeply  feel  that  the  preservation  of  the 
integrity  of  the  rules  of  the  United  States 
Senate  is  extremely  essential.  I  know 
some  Senators  are  probably  thinking 
that  no  particular  protest  has  been  made 
against  certain  legislation  contained  in 
the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  against  certain  other 
legislation,  possibly  of  a  trivial  charac¬ 
ter,  which  may  have  been  reported  by 
the  Appropriations  Committee:  but  no 
one  can  gainsay  that  this  particular 
amendment  is  of  sufficient  importance 
that  a  point  of  order  should  be  made 
against  it,  and  let  the  Chair  determine 
whether  it  complies  with  the  rules  or  is 
in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
If  Senators  are  not  satisfied  with  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair,  they  may,  of  course, 
under  the  rules,  take  an  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  firm  opinion 
that  this  amendment  is  not  only  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  but  that 
it  also  violates  rule  XVI  as  a  restriction 
which  is  to  take  effect  upon  the  happen¬ 
ing  of  some  contingency.  I  wish  to  read 
the  rule  as  more  or  less  of  a  foundation 
for  the  final  conclusion  I  desire  to  make. 

Paragraph  2  of  rule  XVI  is  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  shall 
not  report  an  appropriation  bill  containing 
amendments  proposing  new  or  general  leg¬ 
islation  or  any  restriction  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  funds  appropriated  which  pro¬ 
poses  a  limitation  not  authorized  by  law  if 
such  restriction  is  to  take  effect  or  cease  to 
be  effective  upon  the  happening  of  a  con¬ 
tingency. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  contends  that  this  amendment  vio¬ 
lates  both  phases  o  fthe  rule  which  I 
have  just  read. 

Last  week  the  distinguished  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  ruled  that  the  so-called  agricultural 
amendment,  which  was  attached  to  the 
original  H.  R.  4830,  was  legislation  upon 
an  appropriation  bill.  In  order  to  make 
the  record  I  should  like  to  read  the 
amendment  first.  It  was  as  follows: 

$3,628,380,000,  of  which  (1)  the  amount 
required  to  finance  the  procurement  of  sur¬ 
plus  agricultural  products  (determined  sur¬ 
plus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of  the 
kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration  budg¬ 
et  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall 
be  available  only  for  such  financing. 

That  amendment  was  held  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Vice  President  to  be  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill. 

The  bill  went  back  to  the  committee, 
and  the  committee  reported  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  seeks  the  same  objective, 
but  attempts,  through  the  process  of  a 


limitation,  to  so  comply  with  the  objec¬ 
tion  raised  that  it  could  be  discussed  and 
voted  upon  on  its  merits,  rather  than  re¬ 
quire  the  application  of  the  two-thirds 
rule.  The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

$3,628,380,000,  of  which  (1)  90  percent  of 
the  amount  required  to  finance  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  surplus  agricultural  products  (de¬ 
termined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture)  of  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities 
set  out  in  the  Economic  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration  budget  justification  submitted 
to  the  Senate  shall  not  be  available  for  any 
other  financing. 

The  amendment  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  earmarking  funds  for  procurement 
of  agricultural  surpluses  at  90  percent  of 
the  ECA  budget  justification  differs  from 
the  amendment  which  was  referred  back 
to  the  committee  as  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill  in  only  two  respects. 
First,  the  new  proposal  specifies  90  per¬ 
cent  instead  of  100  percent  of  the  budget 
estimates,  and,  second,  instead  of  mak¬ 
ing  funds  available  only  for  such  financ¬ 
ing — and  I  stress  the  word  “only” — it 
is  phrased  so  as  to  make  them  not  avail¬ 
able  for  financing  of  any  other  quanti¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  difference  in 
form  only.  In  my  humble  judgment,  it 
is  a  distinction  without  a  difference. 
Instead  of  going  east,  we  go  west.  It  is 
the  same  old  face  with  a  new  dress.  The 
substance  and  effect  remain  the  same. 
What  the  proponents  of  the  amendment 
sought  to  do  affirmatively  in  the  first 
instance,  which  was  held  legislation  on 
an  appropriation  bill,  they  now  seek  to 
accomplish  in  a  negative  wav. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  legislation? 
Legislation  is  official  action  by  Congress 
which  creates  new  duties  and  obligations. 
Any  official  act  which  reverses  or  replaces 
the  duly  enacted  laws  of  Congress  is  leg¬ 
islation.  In  other  words,  a  policy  es¬ 
tablished  by  law  can  be  changed  only  by 
additional  legislation. 

The  Senate  rules  referred  to  are  in¬ 
tended  to  protect  the  established  pro¬ 
cedures  of  Congress.  Congressional  ac¬ 
tion  which  would  substantially  change 
the  laws  of  the  land  or  policies  followed 
by  the  Executive  under  existing  laws 
should  be  thoroughly  considered  by  the 
legislative  committees  of  Congress.  This 
consideration  is  assured  by  the  rules  of 
the  Senate  which  prevent  legislation 
from  being  placed  upon  an  appropriation 
bill. 

The  reason  for  the  two-thirds  rule, 
which  must  be  invoked  before  legislation 
can  be  placed  on  an  appropriation  bill 
goes  back  to  the  very  fact  that  each  and 
every  committee  of  the  Senate  consti¬ 
tuted  as  a  legislative  committee  should 
be  the  judge  of  legislation,  and  important 
legislation  such  as  that  now  under  dis¬ 
cussion  should  be  considered  by  a  legis¬ 
lative  committee.  In  other  words,  this 
amendment  should  have  been  considered 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  because  it  directly  pertains  to  ag¬ 
ricultural  products. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  let  us  consider  this 
committee  amendment,  keeping  in  mind 
both  the  meaning  of  legislation  and  the 
purpose  of  this  rule.  This  amendment 
makes  new  law.  It  creates  new  duties 
and  obligations  with  which  the  adminis- 
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trator  must  comply.  In  effect,  it  repeals 
expressed  provisions  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act. 

Section  112  (d)  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948  which  deals  with 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  clearly 
states  that  “in  providing  for  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  any  such  surplus  agricultural 
commodity  for  transfer  by  grant  to  any 
participating  country  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  such  country,  the  ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  insofar  as  practicable 
and  where  in  furtherance  of  the  purpose 
of  this  title,  give  effect  to  the  follow¬ 
ing” — 

In  other  words,  the  relief  of  American 
agricultural  surpluses  is  clearly  made 
subordinate  to  the  basic  purpose  of  the 
act,  the  meeting  of  the  European  recov¬ 
ery  requirements.  This  amendment  re¬ 
verses  this  principle,  and  constitutes  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  legislative 
intent.  It  is  clear  that  the  basic  legis¬ 
lation  envisaged  even  in  the  case  of 
especially  considered  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  was  not  a  law  to  re¬ 
lieve  American  agricultural  surpluses,  but 
an  act  to  promote  European  recovery. 
This  provision  would  shift  the  emphasis 
from  fostering  European  recovery  to  pro¬ 
viding  special  treatment  for  particular 
American  agricultural  surpluses.  The 
inevitable  result  would  be  to  change  the 
nature  of  the  program,  imposing  new 
duties  and  obligations  upon  the  admin¬ 
istrator,  which  are  entirely  different  from 
those  prescribed  in  basic  law. 

In  other  words,  the  broad  discretion¬ 
ary  authority  of  the  Administrator 
under  existing  law  would  be  circum¬ 
scribed  by  this  amendment,  which  sets 
forth  new  obligations  and  duties  which 
the  Administrator  must  follow.  Can 
anyone  doubt  that  a  positive  policy  of 
action  is  laid  down  in  this  amendment? 
If  so,  it  is  obviously  new  legislation,  even 
though  in  a  negative  way. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  like  to  finish  my 
statement,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Very  well. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  placing  legislative  amendments 
on  appropriation  bills  has  arisen  on  sev¬ 
eral  occasions  in  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives.  The  decisions  of  the  chair  in 
several  instances  where  this  occurred  are 
very  illuminating.  On  October  4,  1925, 
this  question  was  ruled  upon  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  The  Chair  made 
these  comments: 

A  limitation  may  be  placed  upon  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  but  It  must  be  a  limitation 
only.  It  must  not  in  effect  change  existing 
law. 

>  He  also  stated: 

In  the  final  analysis  the  question  is:  Does 
the  program  carry  matter,  the  effect  of  which 
Is  to  change  existing  law,  to  make  it  unlaw¬ 
ful,  to  do  that  which  before  was  lawful? 

One  of  the  clearest  statements  on  this 
question  was  made  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Texas  when  he  was 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  1923.  The  statement  is  to  be 
found  in  Hinds,’  Precedents,  page  614, 
precedent  No.  1606.  On  January  19  of 
that  year  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Texas,  who  was  then  a  Member  of  the 


House  of  Representatives,  rose  and  made 
this  comment  on  the  question  of  limita¬ 
tions: 

A  limitation  must  be  absolutely  negative. 
It  must  be  in  the  nature  simply  of  a  veto. 
It  cannot  direct  the  executive  officer  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duty  under  existing  law. 
Whenever  It  does,  it  ceases  to  be  a  limitation 
and  becomes  legislation  in  violation  of  the 
rule. 

The  distinguished  Speaker  of  the 
House  at  that  time,  as  will  be  found  on 
page  615  of  Hinds’  Precedents,  precedent 
No.  1606,  took  the  liberty  to  quote  what 
the  Senator  from  Texas  had  said  upon 
the  question  at  that  particular  time,  and 
incorporated  it  in  his  opinion. 

On  January  6  of  1923,  the  same  ques¬ 
tion  was  raised  again  in  the  House.  In 
this  instance  the  Chair  in  ruling  in  favor 
of  a  point  of  order  made  the  following 
statement: 

Without  endeavoring  to  lay  down  a  hard 
and  fast  rule,  the  Chair  feels  the  following 
tests  may  be  helpful.  *  *  *  Is  the  limita¬ 
tion  accompanied  or  coupled  with  a  phrase 
applying  to  official  functions  and,  if  so,  does 
the  phrase  give  an  affirmative  direction  in 
fact  or  in  effect  although  not  in  form? 

Mr.  President,  it  was  held  to  be  legis¬ 
lation  by  the  distinguished  Presiding 
Officer  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
at  that  time.  The  case  before  us  is 
identical  in  that  it  gives  an  affirmative 
direction  in  a  negative  way.  The  Presid¬ 
ing  Officer  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  said  that  even  though  it  was  in 
negative  form,  nevertheless  positive  and 
permanent  relief  was  sought.  They  were 
seeking  by  indirection  what  they  could 
not  do  directly.  Every  lawyer  knows  the 
rule  of  law  with  respect  to  what  I  have 
just  stated. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  ruling  of 
the  Presiding  Officer  in  the  House. 

Is  it  accompanied  by  a  phrase  which  might 
be  construed  to  impose  additional  duties  or 
permit  an  official  to  assume  an  intent  to 
change  existing  law? 

There  should  be  no  doubt  in  anybody’s 
mind  that  this  amendment  is  legislation. 
As  I  stated  earlier,  the  proposal  before 
us  would  create  new  obligations  and 
duties.  It  would  curtail  or  modify 
existing  powers  and  duties.  It  would 
definitely  terminate  old  ones. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  existing  law 
the  Administrator  of  this  fund  has  un¬ 
limited  and  discretionary  power,  and  the 
moment  we  tie  him  by  this  sort  of  a  limi¬ 
tation,  telling  him  what  he  can  or  what 
he  cannot  do,  we  change  the  basic  law 
and  change  the  duties  and  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  President,  the  clear  intent  of  Rule 
16,  as  I  have  said  earlier,  is  to  assure 
thorough  consideration  by  legislative 
committees  of  actions  which  would  re¬ 
verse  programs  and  policies  established 
under  the  law.  If  this  purpose  could 
be  circumvented  by  merely  stating  an 
amendment  in  the  negative,  the  rules  of 
the  body  will  become  meaningless. 
From  now  on  an  important  amendment 
to  an  appropriation  bill  can  be  phrased 
in  the  negative  way.  By  framing  it  in 
the  negative  fashion,  and  seeking  af¬ 
firmative  relief  Senators  will  ask  that  it 
be  classified  as  a  limitation  upon  an 
appropriation. 


On  the  other  point  of  order  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  amendment  being  a  restric¬ 
tion  involving  a  contingency,  I  have  this 
to  say:  I  have  read  the  rule. 

In  order  to  determine  whether  or  not 
an  amendment  falls  under  this  prohibi¬ 
tion,  consideration  must  be  given  to  two 
factors.  First,  is  the  restriction  which 
the  amendment  would  impose  not  au¬ 
thorized  by  law?  Second,  is  the  restric¬ 
tion  to  take  effect  or  cease  to  be  effec¬ 
tive  upon  the  happening  of  an  uncer¬ 
tain  event?  The  pending  amendment 
falls  squarely  under  this  prohibition. 

The  restriction  contained  in  this 
amendment  is  not  authorized  by  law. 
Nowhere  in  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  is  there  a  requirement  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  must  expend  funds  for  the 
purchase  of  agricultural  products  in  de¬ 
termined  quantities  and  kinds,  as  is  set 
forth  in  the  amendment,  and  as  set  forth 
in  the  justification  sheet  which  has  been 
placed  in  the  Record  as  an  exhibit  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas.  In  fact,  as  I  said  before,  and  as  I 
now  repeat,  under  the  basic  law  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  given  a  broad  discretion. 

It  has  been  argued  back  and  forth  by 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry]  and  other  Senators  that  the 
Administrator  has  too  much  discretion 
under  the  original  basic  act,  and  that 
the  reason  they  are  submitting  the 
amendment  is  to  curtail  that  discretion. 
When  the  discretion  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor  provided  for  under  the  basic  act  is 
curtailed  or  limited  by  an  amendment, 
his  duties  and  obligations  are  limited, 
and  therefore  it  becomes  legislation  upon 
a  bill  dealing  with  appropriations. 

Our  next  inquiry  must  be,  “Is  this  re¬ 
striction  to  take  effect  or  cease  to  be 
effective  upon  the  happening  of  a  con¬ 
tingency?”  The  answer  to  this  inquiry 
is  clear.  The  restriction  contained  in 
the  amendment  becomes  effective  only 
providing  there  are  surplus  agricultural 
products  in  the  quantities  and  kinds  re- 
fered  to  in  the  amendment. 

In  the  exhibit  presented  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas,  there  are  14  different 
contingencies  involved.  In  other  words, 
the  ECA  finances  and  the  United  States 
purchases  are  set  forth.  For  example, 
bread  grains,  fats  and  oils,  sugar,  meats, 
dairy  products,  other  foods,  and  so  forth. 
All  told  there  are  14  different  categories. 
There  must  be  surplus  commodities  in 
each  one  of  these  categories  before  the 
Administrator  can  act. 

It  has  been  said,  Mr.  President,  that 
some  of  these  products  are  in  surplus 
today.  That  may  be  true.  But  what  is 
in  surplus  today  may  not  be  in  surplus 
tomorrow.  The  argument  has  been  made 
over  and  over  again  before  the  Senate 
this  afternoon  that  this  kind  of  restric¬ 
tion  limits  the  obligations  and  the  du¬ 
ties  of  the  Administrator  by  telling  him 
exactly  what  kind  of  surplus  commodities 
he  can  purchase,  leaving  apples  and 
pears  and  other  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  completely  out  of  the  question.  In 
other  words,  that  would  change  his  du¬ 
ties  and  obligations  completely.  That  is 
the  kind  of  a  contingency  that  exists 
here  with  respect  to  each  and  every  one 
of  the  commodities  in  question. 
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The  contingent  nature  of  this  restric¬ 
tion  becomes  perfectly  clear  once  we  con¬ 
sider  the  true  intent  of  the  amendment. 
It  is  intended  that  ECA  funds  shall  be 
channelized  into  the  purchase  of  spe¬ 
cific  products.  That  this  is  its  true  in¬ 
tent  is  made  clear  by  the  fact  that  the 
recovery  program  is  penalized  if  these 
funds  are  not  expended  for  this  purpose. 
If  they  are  not  so  expended  they  will  be 
taken  away  entirely  from  the  ECA. 

That  is  one  of  the  purposes  of  the 
amendment,  as  was  stated  this  after¬ 
noon.  In  other  words,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  said  that  if  there  is  no  surplus 
in  bread  grains,  the  money  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  purchase  of  bread  grains 
returns  to  the  Treasury,  making  it  im¬ 
possible  for  the  Administrator  to  spend 
that  money  on  any  other  commodity 
which  might  be  in  short  supply. 

The  restriction  which  this  amendment 
contains  is  one  which  in  intent  and  pur¬ 
pose  provides  that  a  large  and  substan¬ 
tial  portion  of  the  ECA  appropriation 
shall  be  expended  for  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  Whether  or  not  the  in¬ 
tent  and  purpose  of  this  amendment  will 
be  given  effect  is  dependent  upon  whether 
or  not  there  will  be  certain  agricultural 
products  in  surplus.  If  such  products 
are  not  in  surplus  this  restriction  in  its 
proper  sense  does  not  become  effective. 
In  my  opinion  there  is  no  escaping  from 
the  conclusion  that  this  amendment 
amounts  to  a  restriction  not  authorized 
by  law  to  become  effective  upon  the  hap¬ 
pening  of  a  contingency. 

It  is  not  an  answer  to  say  that  there 
is  not  a  contingency  for  the  reason  that 
certain  agricultural  products  have 
already  been  declared  surplus.  As  I  have 
said,  what  is  surplus  today  may  not  be 
surplus  tomorrow.  Assume  that  a  war 
were  to  break  out  tomorrow.  There 
would  probably  not  be  a  surplus  in  any 
crop  which  had  been  declared  surplus 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  up  to 
now. 

The  word  “contingency”  has  been  used 
in  legal  terminology  for  centuries.  Its 
meaning  is  perfectly  clear.  A  contin¬ 
gency  is  an  event  which  is  uncertain.  It 
is  the  opposite  of  that  which  is  abso¬ 
lutely  certain  to  occur.  We  have  no  as¬ 
surance  that  any  particular  product  will 
remain  surplus  or  will  be  declared  sur¬ 
plus.  The  declaring  of  agricultural  items 
as  surplus  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  beyond  a  doubt  a  contingency 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  two  reasons 
which  I  have  submitted,  I  contend  that 
this  amendment  is  legislation  upon  an 
appropriation  bill,  as  well  as  a  restric¬ 
tion,  in  violation  of  rule  XVI,  section  2, 
involving  a  contingency,  and  that  the 
point  of  order  should  be  sustained. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  to 
demonstrate  that  this  is  not  new  law, 
I  wish  to  read  from  the  ECA  Act  itself, 
which  was  passed  in  April  1949.  This  is 
the  language  of  it: 

(2)  In  providing  for  the  procurement  of 
any  such  surplus  agricultural  commodity,  the 
Administrator — 

That  is  the  ECA  Administrator — 
shall,  insofar  as  practicable  and  applicable, 
and  after  giving  due  consideration  to  the 
excess  of  any  such  commodity  over  domestic 


requirements,  and  to  the  historic  reliance  of 
United  States  producers  of  any  such  surplus 
agricultural  commodity  upon  markets  in  the 
participating  countries,  provide  for  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  each'  class  or  type  of  any  such 
surplus  agricultural  commodity  in  the  ap¬ 
proximate  proportion  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  determines  such  classes  or  types 
bear  to  the  total  amount  of  excess  of  such 
surplus  agricultural  commodity  over  domes¬ 
tic  requirements. 

Again: 

(e)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
determines  that  any  quantity  of  any  surplus 
agricultural  commodity,  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  acquired  by  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  in  the  administration  of  its  price-sup¬ 
port  programs,  is  available  for  use  in  fur¬ 
nishing  assistance  to  foreign  countries,  he 
shall  so  advise  all  departments,  agencies,  and 
establishments  of  the  Government  admin¬ 
istering  laws  providing  for  the  furnishing 
of  assistance  or  relief  to  foreign  countries 
(including  occupied  or  liberated  countries 
or  areas  of  such  countries) .  Thereafter  the 
department,  agency,  or  establishment  ad¬ 
ministering  any  such  law  shall  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable,  consistent  with  the 
provisions  and  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  such  law,  and  where  for  transfer  by  grant 
and  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
such  foreign  country,  procure  or  provide  for 
the  procurement  of  such  quantity  of  such 
surplus  agricultural  commodity.  The  sales 
price  paid  as  reimbursement  to  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  for  any  such  surplus 
agricultural  commodity  shall  be  in  such 
amount  as  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
determines  will  fully  reimburse  it  for  the 
cost  to  it  of  such  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  at  the  time  and  place  such  surplus 
agricultural  commodity  is  delivered  by  it, 
but  in  no  event  shall  the  sales  price  be 
higher  than  the  domestic  market  price  at 
such  time  and  place  of  delivery  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  may  pay  not  to  exceed 
50  percent  of  such  sales  price  as  authorized 
by  subsection  (f)  of  this  section. 

I  have  read  that  language  to  demon¬ 
strate  to  the  Senate  that  what  is  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  McClellan  amendment  is 
simply  to  carry  out  that  law.  It  is  not 
in  derogation  of  the  law.  The  purpose 
is  to  make  the  law  effective.  Therefore 
the  Congress  has  a  perfect  right — indeed, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Congress — to  fix  a 
limitation  on  the  money  which  is  appro¬ 
priated,  so  that  the  will  of  the  Congress, 
as  expressed  in  the  law  enacted  by  Con¬ 
gress  and  signed  by  the  President,  shall 
be  carried  out.  Is  not  that  good  sense? 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  much  of  a 
parliamentarian:  indeed,  I  am  a  very 
poor  parliamentarian:  but  if  ever  a  Con¬ 
gress  declared  what  it  wanted  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  official  to  do,  Congress  has 
done  so  in  this  instance  so  far  as  farm 
surpluses  are  concerned.  Are  we  going 
to  disregard  what  we  have  done  before? 
Are  we  going  to  disregard  the  law?  It 
is  not  a  new  law.  It  has  been  on  the 
books  for  more  than  a  year.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  amendment  is  to  carry  out 
the  law,  to  make  it  effective. 

This  amendment  is  a  limitation,  pure 
and  simple,  on  the  money  which  is 
appropriated  for  a  certain  purpose.  So, 
Mr.  President,  without  going  into  the 
matter  further,  I  express  the  hope  that 
the  Chair  will  hold  th&t  this  limitation 
is  simply  2,  limitation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  as  specifically  provided  by  the 
law,  and  that  we  may  make  the  law  effec¬ 
tive  by  such  r  limitation  upon  the  appro¬ 


priation.  In  my  judgment  it  ought  to 
be  done. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Are  there 
any  further  arguments  on  the  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
can  add  very  little  to  what  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  has  just  said.  I 
contend  that  this  amendment  would  go 
into  effect  the  minute  the  bill  was  passed. 
It  would  not  await  the  happening  of  any 
contingency,  because  the  surplus  already 
exists.  The  amendment  would  immedi¬ 
ately  go  into  effect.  It  is  not  dependent 
upon  the  happening  of  some  contingency. 
Certainly  if  there  were  no  surpluses  al¬ 
ready  declared,  the  existence  of  a  sur¬ 
plus  v  mid  be  a  contingency.  But  I  ask 
Senators  to  examine  the  amendment.  It 
goes  into  effect,  and  the  money  is  re¬ 
stricted,  when  the  bill  is  passed.  There 
is  no  contingency  which  is  about  to  arise, 
or  which  may  some  day  arise,  because  the 
condition  now  exists.  We  are  legislating 
in  regard  to  a  condition,  not  in  regard 
to  some  future  contingency.  I  submit 
that  the  contingency  argument  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  that  part  of  the  rule  is  not 
tenable. 

As  the  able  chairman  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  has  said,  the 
amendment  constitutes  a  limitation  to 
make  certain  that  the  legislation  which 
Congress  already  has  enacted  is  enforced 
by  means  of  withholding  the  money  from 
use  for  any  purpose  except  the  one  for 
which  Congress  has  provided  in  the  basic 
legislation  that  the  Administrator  shall 
use  the  money. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  one  observation.  I 
shall  not  dwell  at  all  on  the  contingency 
argument. 

I  wish  to  speak  about  the  observation 
the  majority  leader  made  relative  to  the 
fact  that  the  McClellan  amendment  re¬ 
stricts  the  over- all  authority  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  which  is  provided  in  section 
112  (d)  (1).  My  contention  is  that  it 
does  not.  I  contend  that  the  act  ad¬ 
monishes  the  ECA  Administrator  as  to 
what  he  shall  do,  but  the  McClellan 
amendment  simply  provides  an  effective 
way  by  which  the  act  shall  be  carried 
out,  and  is  not  a  limitation. 

The  paragraph  reads  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Administrator  shall  authorize  the 
procurement  of  such  surplus  agricultural 
commodity  only  within  the  United  States. 

That  is  what  the  Administrator  is 
directed  to  do.  If  there  is  a  surplus,  the 
ECA  dollars  are  supposed  to  be  spent 
in  this  country  for  that  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  product.  That  is  the  condition 
under  which  this  law  has  been  written. 
That  is  the  safeguard  which  was  placed 
in  this  act.  It  could  apply  to  various 
commodities,  including  machinery,  if 
that  were  desired.  It  is  not  limited  to 
agricultural  products.  I  think  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  should  spend  the  amount  of 
money  which  is  justified  for  the  purposes 
for  which  the  money  is  appropriated. 
The  money  should  be  spent  for  those 
purposes,  and  for  no  others. 

Let  us  consider  the  practical  effect  of 
the  McClellan  amendment,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it.  The  Senate  knows  that  the 
Foreign  Aid  Act,  as  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned  it,  and  as  pointed  out  by  the  Sen- 
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ator  from  Illinois,  contains  a  provision 
which  seemingly  requires  the  use  of  ECA 
dollars  for  the  purchase  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  It  relates  only  to 
surplus  commodities.  If  there  is  no  sur¬ 
plus,  to  my  mind  there  is  no  contingency; 
and  if  there  is  no  surplus,  the  McClellan 
amendment  does  not  apply.  But  if  there 
is  a  surplus,  the  basic  act  requires  that 
the  Administrator  shall  purchase  the 
surplus  from  the  farmers  of  the  United 
States  with  the  ECA  dollars.  However, 
no  means  of  enforcement  is  provided  in 
the  act. 

So,  Mr.  President,  a  careful  reading 
of  section  112,  paragraph  (d),  and  of 
section  112,  paragraph  (d)  (1)  con¬ 
vinces  me  that  for  all  practical  purposes 
in  the  act  there  is  no  guarantee  that 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  will 
actually  be  purchased  with  ECA  dollars 
when  the  situation  arises  that  we  have 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  in  this 
country. 

Let  me  illustrate  my  point  specifically. 
Since  the  colloquy  this  afternoon,  I  have 
assembled  the  facts  in  regard  to  a  recent 
instance  which,  in  my  judgment,  has  not 
received  public  recognition.  The  ECA 
authorized  Britain  to  use  $10,000,000  of 
ECA  funds  for  the  purchase  of  cheese  in 
Canada  during  the  last  fiscal  year.  Fol¬ 
lowing  that  authorization,  cheese  was  de¬ 
clared  surplus  in  the  United  States.  As  I 
understand  section  112  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  act,  that  declaration  should  auto¬ 
matically  have  brought  that  provision 
into  full  effect.  If  the  provision  means 
what  it  says,  immediately  the  ECA 
should  have  seen  to  it  that  that  money 
was  used  to  buy  cheese  in  the  United 
States.  But  what  actually  happened 
was  that  Britain  made  arrangements  to 
buy  the  cheese  from  Canada  without  the 
use  of  ECA  dollars,  and  then  the  amount 
of  ECA  dollars  previouslj  authorized  for 
the  purchase  o  cheese  was  used  by 
Great  Britain  for  other  purposes.  That 
is  exactly  what  happened. 

So  the  intent  of  Congress  in  the  basic 
law,  which  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  mentioned,  was  by¬ 
passed  and  circumvented.  Instead  of 
using  the  money  to  purchase  the  sur¬ 
plus  cheese  in  the  United  States,  Great 
Britain  refused  to  buy  cheese  in  the 
United  States,  but  bought  the  cheese  in 
Canada.  Great  Britain  used  her  own 
money  for  that  purpose,  but  used  the 
ECA  dollars  for  some  entirely  different 
purpose.  That  is  exactly  what  happened. 

All  the  McClellan  amendment  provides, 
in  effect,  is  that  if  Great  Britain  needs 
the  cheese — $49,000,000  worth,  this  time — 
there  will  be  an  effective  way  by  which 
the  basic  law  will  now  be  carried  into 
operation,  namely,  in  the  case  here  men¬ 
tioned,  the  money  allocated  on  the  basis 
of  the  justification  will  have  to  be  spent 
by  the  Administrator  in  the  United  States 
of  America  for  cheese,  and  Great  Britain 
cannot  buy  cheese  elsewhere  and  then 
use  the  ECA  funds  for  something  else. 

In  the  case  to  which  I  have  referred, 
the  United  States  ECA  dollars  which 
should  have  been  used  to  buy  United 
States  cheese,  were  diverted  to  other  pur¬ 
poses  for  the  benefit  of  Great  Britain, 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  American 
dairymen  or  the  American  taxpayers. 


whose  interests  we  thought  we  had  pro¬ 
tected  in  the  basic  ECA  act. 

Mr.  President,  what  I  say  about  this 
matter  goes  as  well  for  every  other 
authorization  justified  in  connection 
with  the  ECA  Act  of  last  year,  whether 
it  be  as  to  cheese,  machinery,  or  some¬ 
thing  else.  This  amendment  would  ap¬ 
ply  to  anything.  It  does  not  have  to  be 
limited  in  application  to  agricultural 
commodities,  but  it  can  be  applied  to 
anything  covered  by  the  bill. 

As  I  see  it,  the  McClellan  amendment 
seeks  in  the  most  effective  way  possible 
to  remedy  this  situation.  Unless  we  are 
prepared  to  include  in  the  bill  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  use  of  ECA  funds  in  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  agricultural  products  which 
may  become  surplus  in  the  United 
States — and,  in  fact,  some  of  which  are 
now  in  surplus — the  United  States 
farmer,  the  United  States  dairyman,  and 
the  United  States  taxpayer  will  suffer. 

If  the  countries  of  Europe  really  need 
these  commodities — although  the  oppo¬ 
nents  of  this  amendment  make  me  a  little 
suspicious  that  the  countries  of  Europe 
do  not  need  them — then  why  in  the  world 
do  not  those  countries  get  these  com¬ 
modities  in  the  United  States  with  the 
ECA  dollars  we  provide?  The  ECA  dol¬ 
lars  are  our  dollars,  and  the  commodi¬ 
ties  are  our  commodities.  Under  the 
amendment,  the  countries  of  Europe  will 
receive  what  they  really  need.  I  fail  to 
see  how  anyone  will  be  harmed  by  the 
amendment. 

Defeat  of  the  McClellan  amendment 
will  be  a  blow  to  the  American  farmer, 
Mr.  President,  and  will  be  a  blow  he  will 
not  like.  However,  when  the  McClellan 
amendment  is  offered  to  help  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  get  a  fair  share  of  the  ECA 
funds,  technicalities  are  raised;  but  they 
can  only  have  the  effect  of  injuring  the 
American  farmers  and  the  American  tax¬ 
payers,  because  if  the  foreign  countries 
do  not  need  this  money,  it  should  not  be 
appropriated,  but  should  be  returned  to 
the  United  States  Treasury.  If  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  do  not  need  $51,000,- 
000  worth  of  cheese,  why  should  we  justify 
the  expenditure  of  ECA  funds  for  the 
purchase  of  cheese  and  then  permit  the 
foreign  countries  to  buy  cheese  in  other 
countries  and  use  the  ECA  money  for 
other  purposes? 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  answer  the 
argument  which  has  been  advanced  as  to 
bilateral  agreements,  for  instance,  bilat¬ 
eral  agreements  with  Russia  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  coarse  grains,  and  bilateral 
agreements  with  Argentina  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  beef,  with  the  result  that  ECA 
dollars  are.  used  to  the  detriment  of  the 
American  producers  of  beef  or  grain. 
Even  though  American  producers  will 
be  hurt  in  those  ways  unless  we  make 
provision  to  prevent  it,  some  persons  are 
reluctant  to  raise  a  hand  to  see  to  it 
that  the  ECA  funds  we  provide  are  used 
for  the  benefit  of  American  producers  of 
commodities  which  are  in  surplus  supply 
in  the  United  States. 

Of  course  Britain  is  very  eager  to  get 
all  the  ECA  dollars  she  can  get.  The 
amendment  stipulates  that  if  a  partici¬ 
pating  country  needs  a  given  commodity, 
and  if  the  commodity  is  in  surplus  sup¬ 
ply  in  the  United  States,  the  participat¬ 
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ing  country  must  buy  it  in  the  United 
States  or  else  that  country  cannot  use 
those  ECA  dollars  for  some  other  pur¬ 
poses.  This  is  the  crux  of  the  whole  is¬ 
sue,  not  only  with  respect  to  cheese  or 
other  foods,  but  with  respect  to  every 
justification  in  the  entire  appropriation 
bill.  The  issue  is  just  as  simple  as  I  have 
now  stated  it.  I  am  satisfied  that  when 
this  situation  is  made  plain,  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  will  understand  it;  and  they 
will  know  where  to  place  the  blame  as 
agricultural  surpluses  continue  to  pile  up 
in  this  country  and  as  prices  go  down 
and  as  the  participating  countries  buy 
such  products  elsewhere,  and  then  divert 
the  ECA  dollars  to  other  uses. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said,  I  shall 
not  discuss  the  contingency  proposition. 
Of  course  that  argument  could  be  made 
against  general  legislation  at  any  time. 
It  could  be  made  against  the  entire  bill, 
if  that  were  desired,  because  the  whole 
bill  is  predicated  upon  certain  contin¬ 
gencies  That  argument  could  have  been 
raised  against  any  of  the  appropriation 
bills,  including  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill,  in  which  there  were 
at  least  20  amendments  which  are  de¬ 
pendent  upon  contingencies.  Yet  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  raised  his  voice 
in  opposition  to  them  on  the  ground  that 
they  constitute  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  If  in  this  instance  Sen¬ 
ators  wish  to  rely  upon  a  technicality, 
one  which  I  think  will  harm  the  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  and  taxpayers,  then  why 
is  that  this  technical  procedure  has  not 
been  resorted  to  in  other  cases? 

As  I  view  the  amendment,  it  simply 
provides  a  means  whereby  section  112 
will  assure  the  American  farmer  that 
when  there  is  a  surplus,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  will  use  the  ECA  dollars  to  buy 
the  surplus,  under  the  justification,  in 
the  case  of  a  participating  country  which 
wants  such  commodity.  If  that  is  not 
done,  then  there  is  no  use  of  justifica¬ 
tions,  there  is  no  use  to  put  in  a  justi¬ 
fication  for  anything.  All  we  should  do 
is  appropriate  $3,608,000,000,  give  it  to 
the  Administrator,  and  let  him  spend 
it  as  he  chooses. 

The  same  statement  applies  to  every 
other  appropriation  bill.  This  is  not  an 
exceptional  bill.  It  is  for  foreign  aid, 
but  it  is  not  different  in  principle  from  a 
domestic  bill.  I  would  not  for  a  moment 
consent,  for  example,  that  an  appropria¬ 
tion  for  rivers  and  harbors,  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  full  amount,  without  pro¬ 
viding  how  the  money  shall  be  spent. 
This  bill  constitutes  a  complete  and  rad¬ 
ical  departure.  If  the  argument  is  car¬ 
ried  to  its  full  and  final  conclusion,  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  is  voting,  if  he 
votes  against  the  amendment,  to  do 
what?  To  provide  only  that  a  lump-sum 
appropriation  be  made,  and  to  give  the 
Administrator  all  the  authority  he  wants 
to  spend  the  money  any  way  he  sees 
fit. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  any 
further  argument  on  the  point  of  order? 
If  not,  the  Chair  will  rule. 

The  Chair  would  like  to  say  that  as  a 
Member  of  the  Senate  and  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  in 
1948  he  had  some  part  in  writing  the 
agricultural  provisions  of  the  Economic 
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Cooperation  Act,  and  the  Chair  supposes 
he  would  be  justified  in  relying  somewhat 
upon  his  memory  as  to  the  reason  for 
the  inclusion  of  the  provisions  in  the  act 
itself.  The  act  of  April  1949  which 
amends  the  original  act  does  not  in  any 
way  deal  with  the  agriculture  1  situation, 
and  therefore  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer 
to  it. 

Since  this  matter  arose  last  week,  the 
Chair  has  been  trying  his  best  to  arrive 
at  a  logical  judgment  as  to  what  the  ap¬ 
parently  conflicting  rules  of  the  Senate 
mean  w>  h  respect  to  the  question  which 
is  now  befoie  him.  It  has  not  been  an 
easy  task  to  clarify  some  of  the  situations 
that  arose  last  week,  which  are  not  be¬ 
fore  the  Chair  at  this  time.  Nothwith- 
standing  his  part  in  the  authorship  of 
the  agricultural  provisions  of  the  bill  in 
1948.  his  judgment  from  a  parliamentary 
standpoint  must  be  wholly  aside  from 
any  convictions  or  or>*nions  he  may  have 
as  to  the  merits  of  the  amendment.  It 
is  purely  a  parliamentary  question  and 
the  Chair  realizes  that  whatever  his  deci¬ 
sion  may  be  he  may  be  overruled;  which 
is  the  privilege  of  the  Senate,  for  in  the 
final  analysis  the  Senate  has  the  right 
to  interpret  its  own  rules. 

In  the  agricultural  provisions  of  the 
original  act  the  Administrator  is  given 
wide  discretion.  In  other  words,  when¬ 
ever  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  declares 
any  commodity  to  be  surplus — and  the 
law  defines  what  a  surplus  is,  which  is 
also  to  govern  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  in  determining  when  any  commodity 
is  surplus — the  Administrator  is  given 
considerable  discretion  by  the  language, 
“That  insofar  as  practicable  and  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  the  objectives  of  this  act.” 
So  that  he  is  not  hide-bound  by  the  law. 
He  is  not  bereft  of  discretion  and  judg¬ 
ment  in  determining  to  what  extent  the 
existence  of  a  surplus  is  practicable  for 
purchase  under  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  and  to  what  extent  its  purchase 
advances  the  purposes  of  the  act  itself. 

There  are  certain  modifications  car¬ 
ried  in  three  or  four  paragraphs  of  the 
original  law  which  the  Chair  need  not 
read,  but  which  emphasize  and  broaden 
the  Administrator’s  discretion,  because 
he  is  required  to  give  consideration  to 
certain  things  which  are  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  1  and  2  of  subsection  4  of 
section  112.. 

It  being  admitted  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  this  discretion,  and  that  it 
must  be  considered  in  connection  with 
the  practicability  of  the  exercise  of  the 
power,  together  with  its  harmony  with 
the  purposes  of  the  act  itself,  the  ques¬ 
tion  therefore  is.  Does  the  amendment 
which  is  now  before  the  Senate  change 
that  discretion  or  lessen  or  modify  the 
law  under  which  he  is  supposed  to  act? 

Undoubtedly  any  amendment  which 
takes  away  from  the  Administrator  any 
of  the  power  which  he  now  has  is  legis¬ 
lation.  It  restricts  iiis  discretion.  It  is 
not  certain  that  he  can,  under  this 
amendment,  even  consider  the  practica¬ 
bility  of  the  purchase  of  agricultural 
products  or  whether  their  purchase  is 
in  consonance  with  the  purposes  of  the 
act  itself,  because  while  the  original 


amendment  last  week  affirmatively  re¬ 
quired  him  to  use  a  certain  amount  of 
money  for  the  purchase  of  agricultural 
products,  the  amendment  now  before  the 
Chair  provides  that  unless  he  uses  it  for 
that  purpose  he  canot  use  it  at  all. 

It  has  been  admitted  on  both  sides  in 
the  debate  today  that  one  of  the  objects 
of  the  amendment  is  to  prevent  his  ex¬ 
pending  the  money  for  any  other  pur¬ 
pose  except  the  purchase  of  these  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  The  Chair  sup¬ 
poses  that  primarily  it  might  be  said 
the  object  is  to  provide  for  the  purchase 
of  American  commodities  in  connection 
with  the  European  recovery  plan,  in  or¬ 
der  to  provide  a  market  for  certain  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities.  But  it  has  been 
admitted  by  the  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  himself  that  one  of  the  objects,  and 
it  may  be  a  secondary  object,  is  to 
prevent  the  Administrator  from  expend¬ 
ing  the  money  for  any  purpose  unless 
he  spends  it  for  this  purpose.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  Chair,  that  is  a  funda¬ 
mental  change  in  the  basic  law  under 
which  the  Administrator  operates.  It 
therefore  violates  the  rule  prohibiting 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  from 
bringing  in  an  amendment  providing 
new  or  general  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

It  is  contended  that  notwithstanding 
it  changes  the  law  and  therefore  is  new 
or  general  legislation,  it  is  in  order  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  restriction  or  a  prohibition 
against  the  expenditure  of  this  money  ex¬ 
cept  for  one  definite  purpose. 

The  amendment  to  rule  XVI,  which 
was  referred  to  and  quoted  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois,  was  added  to  the  rules 
by  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1946.  It 
had  not  theretofore  been  a  part  of  the 
rules.  Section  2  reads: 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  shall  not 
report  an  appropriation  bill  containing 
amendments  proposing  new  or  general  leg¬ 
islation  or  any  restrictions  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  funds  appropriated  which  pro¬ 
poses  a  limitation  not  authorized  by  law  if 
such  restriction  is  to  take  eSect  or  cease 
to  be  effective  upon  the  happening  of  a  con¬ 
tingency. 

Congress,  by  the  passage  of  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act,  evidently  meant  to  re¬ 
strict  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
further  than  it  had  been  theretofore 
restricted  by  the  addition  of  this  prohi¬ 
bition  in  the  rules  against  even  limita¬ 
tions,  if  they  were  in  violation  of  existing 
law  or  if  they  were  dependent  upon  the 
happening  of  some  contingency. 

Does  this  amendment  fall  within  that 
prohibition?  The  Chair,  in  deciding  the 
question,  is  not  required  to  determine 
the  wisdom  of  the  budgetary  justifica¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator  in  submitting 
the  needs  of  ECA  to  the  Congress,  any 
more  than  he  would  be  bound  by  budg¬ 
etary  estimates  of  the  Directory  of  the 
Budget  on  which  a  point  of  order  might 
be  raised. 

Is  there  a  restriction  or  prohibition 
based  upon  a  contingency?  If  so,  what 
is  the  contingency?  The  only  contin¬ 
gency  which  the  Chair  can  think  of  at 
the  moment  would  be  the  contingency  as 
to  whether  there  is  a  surplus  of  agricul¬ 


tural  products — not  all  of  the  14  prod¬ 
ucts  set  out  in  the  budgetary  justifica¬ 
tion,  but  any  of  them.  It  would  be  diffi¬ 
cult  to  foresee  that  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  during  the  life  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  might  be  able  at  all  times  to 
certify  a  surplus  of  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  in  all  or  an„  of  the  categories  men¬ 
tioned,  because  the  conditions  prescribed 
under  which  a  product  is  declared  sur¬ 
plus  might  change  from  month  to  month. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  if  during  the 
year  during  which  the  appropriation  is 
operative  there  should  not  be  a  surplus 
in  any  of  the  products  mentioned  in  the 
justification,  then  the  expenditure  of  the 
money,  or  part  of  it,  would  depend  upon 
the  fact  that  there  was  not  a  surplus  of 
agricultural  products  in  that  particular 
field.  If  there  is  a  surplus  in  all  of  them 
or  in  any  of  them  at  this  time,  and  6 
months  from  today  it  should  turn  out 
that  there  is  not  a  surplus,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  should  certify  to 
that  fact,  the  Administrator  would  be 
governed  by  that  certification,  and  the 
expenditure  of  the  money  would  neces¬ 
sarily  be  governed  by  the  certification 
as  to  a  surplus  that  might  exist  at  any 
time  during  the  12  months  during  which 
the  appropriation  is  operative. 

The  Chair  will  say  that  in  reaching 
his  conclusions  in  this  matter  he  has 
relied  not  only  on  his  own  judgment, 
but  upon  the  advice  of  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  to  whom  alone  he  can  go  for 
parliamentary  advice,  and  not  to  any 
one  else,  including  the  Legislative  Draft¬ 
ing  Service.  The  Chair  has  reached  his 
conclusion  by  his  own  mental  processes, 
feeble  as  they  are,  in  conjunction  with 
conferences  constantly  carried  on  with 
the  Parliamentarian  o  the  Senate. 
Based  upon  that  judgment  and  that 
advice,  the  Chair  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  amendment  violates  the  provisions 
of  the  rule  added  by  the  Reorganization 
Act,  that  it  does  depend  upon  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  a  contingency  that  may  or  may 
not  happen  within  12  months,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  is  offensive  to  that  part  of 
the  rule  under  which  it  is  being  con¬ 
sidered. 

The  Chair,  therefore,  sustains  the  point 
of  order  that  the  amendment  is  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  rule  against  legislation  on  an 
appropriation  bill,  and  in  violation  of 
the  rule  that  even  a  limitation  or  re¬ 
striction  cannot  be  imposed  if  it  depends 
upon  a  contingency  that  may  happen  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  with 
entire  good  feeling  and  with  the  utmost 
respect  for  the  Chair,  I  take  an  appeal 
from  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  insist  on  a 
quorum  call? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Yes,  Mr.  President. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Milllkin 

Anderson 

Hill 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Holland 

Myers 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Bridges 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Butler 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Cain  • 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chapman 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Echoeppel 

Connally 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Donnell 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Danger 

Taylor 

Ellender 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

Lucas 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Vandenberg 

George 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Graham 

McGrath 

Wiley 

Green 

McKellar 

Williams 

Gurney 

McMahon 

Young 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Hendrickson 

Maybank 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  before  the  Senate  is, 
Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate?  An 
affirmative  vote  is  a  vote  to  sustain  the 
decision  of  the  Chair;  a  negative  vote  is 
a  vote  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ruling 
of  the  Chair  is  that  the  amendment  is 
out  of  order,  for  the  reasons  which  the 
Chair  stated. 

The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  (after  having  voted 
in  the  affirmative).  When  this  bill  was 
before  the  Senate  on  a  previous  occasion 
I  had  an  arrangement  with  the  senior 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland] 
that  I  would  pair  with  him  on  the  so- 
called  McClellan  amendment.  It  may  be 
that  within  his  understanding  that  pair 
still  stands.  If  he  were  present  I  under¬ 
stand  he  would  vote  “nay”  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  question.  If  I  were  free  to  vote,  I 
would  vote  “yea.”  For  the  reason  stated 
I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mi\  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Miller],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  TydingsI  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Tydings],  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Reed]  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr, 
Taft]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 


vania  [Mr.  Martin]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  result  was — yeas  52,  nays  32,  as 


follows: 

YEAS— 52 

Aiken 

Hill 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hoey 

Myers 

Baldwin 

Holland 

Neely 

Byrd 

Humphrey 

O’Conor 

Chapman 

Hunt 

Pepper 

Connally 

Ives 

Robertson 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Dulles 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Smith,  Maine 

Flanders 

Kefauver 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Frear 

Kerr 

Taylor 

Fulbright 

Kilgore 

Thomas,  Utah 

George 

Lodge 

Thye 

Gillette 

Long 

Tobey 

Graham 

Lucas 

Vandenberg 

Green 

McFarland 

Wiley 

Gurney 

McGrath 

Williams 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Hendrickson 

Magnuson 

NAYS— 32 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Bricker 

Jenner 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O'Mahoney 

Butler 

Kem 

Russell 

Cain 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Capehart 

Langer 

Stennis 

Chavez 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Ecton 

McClellan 

Wherry 

Ellender 

McKellar 

Young 

Ferguson 

Maybank 

NOT  VOTING— 

■12 

Douglas 

Martin 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Miller 

Taft 

Eastland 

Murray 

Tydings 

Malone 

Reed 

Withers 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this  vote 
the  yeas  are  52,  the  nays  are  32,  so  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  stands  as  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry,  Mr.  President. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  it  in  order  now 
to  move  to  suspend  the  rules,  pursuant 
to  notice  previously  given,  or  must  this 
amendment  wait  until  action  on  the 
other  committee  amendments  is  had? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  After  advis¬ 
ing  with  the  Parliamentarian,  the  Chair 
is  of  the  opinion  that  the  amendment 
would  come  as  an  individual  amendment 
now,  and  probably  should  await  action 
on  the  committee  amendments.  But  it 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  was  my  thought, 
however,  th^.t  since  a  point  of  order  had 
been  made  against  the  amendment  and 
sustained,  it  would  go  out  of  the  bill.  . 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  might  ask  unanimous  consent  to  offer 
his  motion  to  suspend  the  rules  at  this 
time.  Is  that  what  he  has  in  mind? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  did  not  want  to 
lose  my  right. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  not  lose  his  right. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  was  merely  in¬ 
quiring  about  that  point. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  not  lose  his  right. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  next  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  8,  after  the  word  “financing”,  to 
strike  out  “not  to  exceed  $500,000  shall 
be  available  for  expenditures  of  a  con¬ 
fidential  character  (other  than  enter¬ 
tainment)  under  the  direction  of  the 


Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Adminis¬ 
trator,  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure 
which  he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to 
specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the 
amount  therein  specified.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  as  origi¬ 
nally  presented  to  the  Senate  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  the  sum  of 
$500,000,  appearing  in  line  8,  was  reduced 
to  $200,000.  In  order  to  perfect  the 
amendment  before  it  is  voted  on  I  offer 
an  amendment  in  line  8,  on  page  4,  to 
strike  out  “$500,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$200,000.” 

'  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  amendment  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4,  line  8  in 
the  committee  amendment,  it  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  “$500,000”  and  insert 
“$200,000.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  to  the 
committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Now  I  suggest  the  re¬ 
jection  of  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
now  is  on  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended,  striking  out  “$500,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  “$200,000.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  the  language  now 
is  to  be  stricken  out  of  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
is  referring  to  the  House  language? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes,  the  language  of 
the  House.  Having  reduced  the  amount 
from  $500,000  to  $200,000,  I  now  suggest 
that  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended,  be  rejected.  That  will  leave 
the  amount  of  $200,000. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  entirely 
satisfactory  to  me. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended.  [Putting  the  question.]  The 
“noes”  seem  to  have  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division.  I  do  not  believe  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  heard  all  the  colloquy 
which  has  just  taken  place. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  again  make  his 
suggestion,  and  will  Senators  be  in  order. 

Mr.  HAYDEN. .  I  will  explain  to  the 
Senate  that  when  the  bill  was  originally 
reported  to  the  Senate,  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  remained  in  the  bill,  except  that 
the  Senate  committee  recommended  that 
the  sum  be  reduced  from  $500,000  to 
$200,000.  So  I  first  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  perfect  the  amendment  by  re¬ 
ducing  the  amount  from  $500,000  to 
$200,000.  If  we  now  reject  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended,  the  sum  will 
remain  at  $200,000. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  By  rejecting  the 
committee  amendment  we  restore  or  re¬ 
place  the  language  that  has  been  stricken 
out  by  the  committee. 
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Mr.  HAYDEN.  We  make  the  sum 
$200,000  instead  of  $500,000. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  was  it  the 
decision  of  the  committee  that  this  re¬ 
duction  be  made? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Was  it  the  unanimous 
view  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  same  action  was 
taken  the  other  day,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  we  did  not  get  to 
this  the  other  day. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  We  did  not  get  that 
far  in  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  committee  amendment  as 
amended.  [Putting  the  question.]  The 
“ayes”  seem  to  have  it.  Apparently 
what  the  Senator  from  Arizona  did  not 
want  to  have  done  has  been  done. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  A  negative  vote  is 
necessary. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair  re¬ 
state  the  question. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Chair  will  restate  the  ques*- 
tion.  The  question  is  on  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  striking  out  $500,000  and  reducing 
the  amount  to  $200,000. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  A  negative  vote  means 
that  the  amendment  carries? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  negative 
vote  means  that  the  House  language  is 
restored  with  the  reduction  from  $500,- 
000  to  $200,000. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  objection  to  that. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  committee  amendment,  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was  re¬ 
jected. 


AcnmoNAi 


PROPRTATIONS  TOR  CON¬ 


TROL  OF  EMERGENCY  OUTBREAKS  OF 
INSECTS yAND  PLANT  DISEASES— CON¬ 
FERENCE  REPORT 

Mr/McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
subjmt  a  conference  report  on  House 
Jornt  Resolution  327,  making  an  addi- 
lonal  appropriation  for  control  of  emer¬ 


gency  outbreaks  of  insects  and  plant  dis¬ 
eases,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  will  be  read  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read,  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis- 
lagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  327)  making  an  additional 
appropriation  for  control  of  emergency  out¬ 
breaks  of  insects  and  plant  diseases,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed,  insert,  "$1,750,- 
000”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Carl  Hayden, 

Elmer  Thomas, 

JOSEPH  C.  O’MAHONEY, 
Milton  R.  Young, 

Chan  Gurney, 

Guy  Cordon, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  tjffe  Senate. 

•Clarence  canij 
n  H.  KERB 
Lotus  C.  R^AUT, 

JOHN-'TAB 

R.  B.  Wkglesworth, 

Managers  on  mevart  of  the  House. 

The  VICE  PpESIDElTSL  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  hieing  no  objection,  th£  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 
STATEHOOD  FOR  ALASKA  AND  HAWAII— 
ATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  MAGNUSO? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
which  I  present  to  the  Senate  regarding 
statehood  for  Alaska  and  Hawaii. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  MAGNUSON 

As  probably  every  Member  of  the  Senate 
is  aware,  the  Hearst  newspapers  have  been 
making  a  current  poll  of  the  Congress  to  de¬ 
termine  the  thinking  of  all  of  its  member¬ 
ship  on  the  important  subject  of  statehood 
for  Alaska  and  Hawaii. 

The  showing  made  in  this  canvass,  which 
is  now  virtually  complete,  is  so  overwhel¬ 
mingly  in  favor  of  bringing  these  two  great 
Territories  into  the  Union  that,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  it  should  command  the  attention  of  the 
Congress. 

The  sentiment  of  the  Congress,  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  this  unofficial  poll,  is  about  3  to  1 


in  favor  of  statehood  for  Hawaii,  and 
understand  that  the  showing  made  in  fa^6r 
of  Alaskan  statehood  is  almost  as  gbod. 
There  has  been  a  strong  showing  fo^fcime- 
diate  action.  This  is  what  might  heve  been 
expected,  since  the  Congress  has  £*bdied  the 
issue  intensively  for  the  past  10,  years.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  in  that  time  there  Jias  never  been 
an  adverse  report  submitted  by  one  of  its 
investigating  committees.  f  Eight  such  com¬ 
mittees  have  made  visU&  to  the  Territories; 
six  to  Hawaii  and  twaro  Alaska.  They  have 
returned  to  write  Jn to  the  records  of  the 
Congress  about  44OOO  pages  of  reports  set¬ 
ting  forth  the  qualifications  of  the  two  ter¬ 
ritories.  I  rpftition  this  because  it  is  ap¬ 
parent,  as ythis  unofficial  poll  makes  clear, 
that  the  yhembership  of  the  two  Houses  of 
the  Congress  is  familiar  with  the  issue  of 
statejiood  for  both  Territories,  and  is  ready 
to 

fn  the  Eighty-first  Congress,  the  House 
Public  Lands  Committee  reported  unani¬ 
mously  in  favor  of  statehood  for  both  terri¬ 
tories.  I  believe  that  the  Rules  Committee 
of  that  body  has  not  reported  the  bills,  and 
that  the  legislation  is  static  in  the  House. 
The  Senate,  however,  does  not  lack  respon¬ 
sibility,  since  the  legislation  which  would 
have  brought  the  great  archipelago  of 
Hawaii  into  the  Union  was  approved  by  the 
House.  In  the  Eightieth  Congress  the  Sen¬ 
ate  failed  to  take  action. 

As  the  sponsor  of  one  of  the  bills  which 
would  bring  about  Alaskan  Statehood,  and 
as  an  advocate  of  statehood  for  both  Terri¬ 
tories,  I  wish  to  remind  the  Senate  that  in 
May  of  1948  the  President  of  the  United 
States  submitted  a  special  message  to  the 
Congress,  urging  that  Alaska  be  brought  into 
the  Union  speedily.  It  is  my  further  recol¬ 
lection  that  in  January  of  this  year  the 
President  gave  his  personal  assurances  to  the 
Delegate  from  Hawaii  of  his  interest  in  see¬ 
ing  Hawaiian  statehood  through.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  this  Congress  can  take  this  action 
expeditiously,  and  go  down  in  history  as  the 
..one  that  admitted  two  great  States  to  the 
lion. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

M?SHICKENLOOPER  asked  and  ob- 
tainedNonsent  to  be  absent  from  the 
sessions  the  Senate  beginning  to¬ 
morrow,  thK^ugh  Monday  next. 

RECESS 

Mr.  LUCAS,  nfr.  President,  it  is  now 
6:15.  We  have  hacVA  rather  long  after¬ 
noon,  and  have  acclApiplished  a  great 
deal.  I  do  not  believeNwe  can  do  any¬ 
thing  more  today.  So  Pinove  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  recess  unHJ  12  o’clock 
noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;>imd  (at 
6  o’clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m.)  tmaSen- 
ate  took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Thurs¬ 
day,  August  4,  1949,  at  12  o’clock 
ridian. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McClellan  to  the  bill  (II.  E. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
following  amendment,  viz : 

1  On  page  7,  line  14,  after  the  word  “which”  insert  the 

2  following :  “  ( 1 )  90  per  centum  of  the  amount  required  to 

3  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus  agricultural  products 

4  (determined  surplus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of 

5  the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out  in  the  Department  of 

6  the  Army  budget  justification  submitted  to  the  Senate  shall 

7  not  be  available  for  any  other  financing,  and  (2)”. 
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tide  be  printed  in  the  Record  as  a  p 
oi  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
p  rbllows: 

Immigrant  Gets  National  Honors 

A  Bohemian  immigrant  who  came  to  Balt! 
more  59  years  ago  has  received  national  rec¬ 
ognition  for  his  work  in  helping  ethers  to 
own  their  own  homes. 

The  National  Savings  and  LaAn  League 
recntly  presented  its  order  of  mferit  to  An¬ 
thony  J.  Svejda,  75,  of  2227  iAke  Avenue 
The  presentation  was  made  at /Mackinac  Is¬ 
land,  Mich.,,  on  the  occasion  of  Mr.  Svejda’E 
fiftieth  year  as  secretary  of  Ahe  Bohemian 
American  Building  Association  at  2417  East 
Monument  Street. 

"SEVENTY -FIVE  MCHE”  TO  GO 

Mr.  Svejda  hjas  no  intention  of  retiring 
‘‘I  have  been  around  for/75  years,  feel  like 
I  have  75  years  more  ter  go.  I  will  put  50 
more  years  in  thO  building  association  and 
then  have  25  years.left  .for  myself.” 

The  naturalized  citizen  entered  the  port 
of  Baltimore  just  bef6re  Independence  Day 
1890.  "Around  Fortjf  McHenry  there  was  e 
little  premature  ce, 
so  I  had  an  Imprest 
country.’* 

PLEDGED  HIS  BEST 

In  presenting/  the  ortjer  of  merit,  J.  J 
O'Malley,  of  Wilkes-Barr^,  Pa.,  president  oi 
the  league,  saw  that  whftn  Mr.  Svejda  en¬ 
tered  Baltimore  "he  pledged  to  do  his  best 
to  repay  thl/  country  of  bis  adoption  for 
the  privilege!  of  the  welcome  he  was  to  re¬ 
ceive  on  its/  shores  the  following  day. 

"I  think/that  all  the  members  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  League  should  indeed  be  very  proud 
of  hailing/ you  as  their  associate  and  brother 
and  I  fen  rather  humble  in  standing  before 
you  to  /present  to  you  this  certificate  with 
which  Ave  recognize  your  golden  record  of 
50  ye^s,”  the  national  president  concluded 

From  a  humble  beginning  in  the  rear  of 
a  tavern  at  McElderry  and  Washington 
Streets,  Mr.  Svejda  watched  the  building  as¬ 
sociation  grow. 

ie  was  paid  50  cents  a  week  to  act  as  its 
fst  secretary,  meanwhile  conducting 
ailoring  .shop  of  his  own,  a  trade  he  had 
(earned  in  Bohemia.  In  1929,  the  building 
/association  took  all  of  his  time  and  he  gave 
up  the  tailoring  business. 

Since  its  inception,  Mr.  Svedja  estimated 
the  association  has  made  possible  3,000  to 
4,000  homes  in  Baltimore.  It  is  now  a  $l,-! 

moaa  maarauan.  . .  . —  -  * 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  of  Senators  for 
a  moment  or  two  in  order  that  I  may 
submit  a  unanimous-consent  request 
dealing  with  the  pending  business. 

Senators  know  that  we  have  been  en¬ 
gaged  in  consideration  of  the  ECA  bill 
for  a  considerable  time.  In  order  that 
we  may  expedite  the  pending  bill  and 
get  along  with  other  appropriation  bills 
and  other  important  matters  on  the 
Calendar,  I  hope  to  obtain  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  all  Senators  upon  this  unanimous 
consent  proposal.  There  is  not  an 
amendment  left  which  has  not  been 
debated  by  Members  of  the  Senate,  and  1 
doubt  if  there  is  a  single  Senator  who 
does  not  know  how  he  is  going  to  vote  on 
the  amendments,  whether  they  be 
amendments  now  attached  to  the  bill  as 
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committee  amendments,  or  whether  they 
be  proposed  from  the  floor. 

With  that  brief  statement,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  during  the  further 
consideration  of  the  pending  bill,  House 
bill  4830,  debate  upon  the  part  of  each 
Senator  shall  be  limited  to  one  speech 
of  not  exceeding  15  minutes  on  any  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  or  any  amendment 
proposed  from  the  floor  and  15  minutes 
upon  the  bill  itself.  That  would  mean 
that  a  Senator  would  have  15  minutes 
upon  each  amendment,  and  15  minutes 
upon  the  bill,  if  he  desired  to  take  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  doubt 
whether  I  shall  speak  on  a  single  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  am  opposed  to  this  method 
of  procedure  in  the  Senate,  and  I  object. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  objection  so  that 
I  may  ask  him  a  question  or  two? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Is  there  any  arrange¬ 
ment  which  might  be  made  with  respect 
to  time  which  would  satisfy  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  do  not  know  of  any. 
As  I  have  stated,  I  do  not  expect  to  dis¬ 
cuss  any  of  the  amendments,  but  I  do 
not  believe  it  is  right  to  restrict  any  Sen¬ 
ator  who  may  wish  to  speak  for  a  longer 
time. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  very  frank  answer. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President, 
what  was  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  will  tell  the  Senator  if 
he  so  desires.  It  was  objected  to.  I 
asked  unanimous  consent  to  limit  debate 
to  15  minutes  on  each  amendment  and  15 
minutes  on  the  bill.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  objected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Objection  is 
heard. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  next  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  15,  after  the  word  “specified”,  to  in¬ 
sert  “and  (2)  $50,000,000  shall  not  be 
available  for  any  other  purpose  than  as¬ 
sistance  to  Spain.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this 
amendment.  I  think  the  amendment 
has  been  before  the  Senate  for  a  suffi¬ 
cient  length  of  time  so  that  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  knows  exactly  what 
is  meant.  All  one  has  to  do  is  to  read 
the  amendment  and  the  report  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  They 
tell  the  story.  If  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Lucas]  is  to  raise  a  point  of 
order,  I  shall  pursue  a  course  in  keeping 
with  whatever  question  he  may  raise. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  last  week 
the  able  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  made  a  point  of  order 
against  this  amendment,  charging  that 
it  was  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  and  the  Chair  sustained  the  point  of 
order  at  that  time.  It  is  now  offered  as 
a  limitation.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
argument  which  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  made  yesterday  with  respect  to  the 


first  part  of  rule  XVI  definitely  applies  to 
this  amendment.  It  is  legislation  upon 
an  appropriation  bill.  What  is  sought  is 
positive  action  in  a  negative  way.  Un¬ 
der  the  rulings  and  precedents  of  the 
Senate,  and  under  the  ruling  which  the 
distinguished  Vice  President  made  yes¬ 
terday,  it  seems  to  me  very  clear  that  it 
is  legislation  upon  an  appropriation  bill 
in  a  negative  fashion,  and  I  therefore 
make  the  point  of  order  against  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  any 
Senator  wish  to  argue  the  point  of  order? 
If  not,  the  Chair  will  rule. 

Under  the  original  act  known  as  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  cer¬ 
tain  specifications  are  set  out  as  to  the 
requirements  and  obligations  with  re¬ 
spect  to  each  participating  country. 
While  the  countries  are  not  named,  in 
defining  a  participating  country,  section 
103  of  the  act  provides  as  follows : 

Sec.  103.  (a)  As  used  In  this  title,  the 
term  "participating  country”  means — 

(1)  any  country,  together  with  dependent 
areas  under  its  administration,  which  signed 
the  report  of  the  Committee  of  European 
Economic  Cooperation  at  Paris  on  September 
22,  1947;  and 

(2)  any  other  country  (including  any  of 
the  zones  of  occupation  of  Germany,  any 
areas  under  international  administration  or 
control,  and  the  Free  Territory  of  Trieste  or 
either  of  its  zones)  wholly  or  partly  in 
Europe,  together  with  dependent  areas  under 
its  administration; 

provided  such  country  adheres  to,  and  for  so 
long  as  it  remains  an  adherent  to,  a  joint 
program  for  European  recovery  designed  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

It  seems  to  the  Chair  that  under  the 
definition  of  a  participating  country — 
and  under  the  original  act  these  appro¬ 
priations  can  be  made  only  to  partici¬ 
pating  countries — Spain  does  not  come 
within  the  definition  of  a  participating 
country  and  therefore  would  not  be 
entitled  to  an  appropriation,  which  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  act 
under  which  these  appropriations  are 
made.  Spain  did  not  sign  the  agreement 
in  Paris  on  September  22, 1947.  She  has 
not  adhered  to,  and  is  not  adhering  to, 
the  basic  requirements  under  which  an 
appropriation  can  be  made  for  a  par¬ 
ticipating  country. 

It  is  claimed  that  this  amendment 
constitutes  a  limitation.  The  amend¬ 
ment  certainly  would  destroy  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator,  under  which 
he  operates  under  the  terms  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  act  in  the  expenditure  of  this  money. 
He  would  have  no  discretion  in  regard  to 
this  $50,000,000.  He  would  either  spend 
it  for  Spain  or  he  would  not  spend  it 
at  all.  Under  the  original  act  Spain  is 
not  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  be 
regarded  as  a  participating  country. 

Under  the  almost  uniform  rules  of  the 
House  and  Senate  and  the  precedents,  in 
order  to  be  a  limitation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  an  amendment  must  be  in  fact  a 
limitation,  and  not  an  effort  to  accom¬ 
plish  an  affirmative  act  by  negative  lan¬ 
guage.  That  is  what  the  Chair  feels  this 
amendment  would  do.  It  would  require 
the  Administrator  to  expend  this  $50,- 
000,000  for  Spain  if  he  spent  it  at  all. 
Therefore  it  is  an  effort  to  compel  him  to 
spend  the  $50,000,000  for  Spain,  without 
Spain  complying  with  the  requirements 
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of  the  act  itself  under  which  it  could  ob¬ 
tain  assistance.  It  not  only  requires  the 
Administrator  to  spend  the  $50,000,000 
for  Spain,  if  he  spends  it  at  all,  thereby 
taking  away  his  discretion  in  regard  to 
the  expenditure  of  that  amount,  but  it  is 
seeking  by  negative  language  to  compel 
him  to  do  what  under  the  law  he  would 
not  have  any  authority  to  do. 

Therefore,  the  Chair  feels  that  the 
point  of  order  is  well  taken,  and  sustains 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
spectfully  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is.  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  remain 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names : 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Maybank 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Miller 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Millikin 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Morse 

Bricker 

Holland 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Myers 

Butler 

Hunt 

Neely 

Byrd 

Ives 

O’Conor 

Cain 

Jenner 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Pepper 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Cordon 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Downey 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Dulles 

Langer 

Stennls 

Eastland 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ecton 

Long 

Taylor 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Frear 

McClellan 

Tobey 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Tydings 

George 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Graham 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Green 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Gurney 

Malone 

Williams 

Hayden 

Martin 

Young 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

My.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
considering  this  matter  we  might  take 
into  consideration  the  spirit  of  the  law 
under  which  this  entire  program  has 
been  and  is  set  out  and  is  operative. 

As  a  prelude  to  my  statement,  I  read 
a  part  of  the  language  of  Public  Law 
472  of  the  Eightieth  Congress: 

Sec.  102.  (a)  Recognizing  the  intimate 
economic  and  other  relationships  between 
the  United  States  and  the  nations  of  Europe, 
and  recognizing  that  disruption  following  in 
the  wake  of  war  is  not  contained  by  national 
frontiers,  the  Congress  finds  that  the  existing 
situation  in  Europe  endangers  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  lasting  peace,  the  general  welfare 
and  national  interest  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  attainment  of  the  objectives  of  the 
United  Nations.  The  restoration  or  main¬ 
tenance  in  European  countries  of  principles 
of  individual  liberty,  free  institutions,  and 
genuine  independence  rests  largely  upon  the 
establishment  of  sound  economic  conditions, 
stable  international  economic  relationships, 
and  the  achievement  by  the  countries  of 
Europe  of  a  healthy  economy  Independent  of 
extraordinary  outside  assistance.  The  ac¬ 
complishment  of  these  objectives  calls  for  a 
plan  of  European  recovery,  open  to  all  such 
nations  which  cooperate  in  such  plan,  based 


upon  a  strong  production  effort,  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  foreign  trade,  the  creation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  internal  financial  stability,  and 
the  development  of  economic  cooperation, 
including  all  possible  steps  to  establish  and 
maintain  equitable  rates  of  exchange  and 
to  bring  about  the  progressive  elimination 
of  trade  barriers. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  placed 
the  following  language  in  the  bill,  on 
page  4,  in  lines  15  and  16: 

And  (2)  $50,000,000  shall  not  be  available 
for  any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to 
Spain. 

Then  in  the  report  of  the  committee, 
on  page  7,  reference  is  made  to  the  iden¬ 
tical  and  specific  statute  enacted  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  under 
which  this  $50,000,000  should  be  al¬ 
located  in  the  spirit  of  the  statute,  a  part 
of  which  I  have  just  read  to  the  Senate. 

The  report  of  the  committee  states : 

'  SPAIN 

The  committee  has  approved  and  is  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  bill  language  with  respect  to 
assistance  to  Spain  to  the  effect  that  $50,- 
000,000  shall  not  be  available  for  any  other 
purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain. 

In  approving  this  provision,  the  commit¬ 
tee  does  so  with  the  understanding  that  the 
assistance  is  to  be  extended  upon  credit 
terms  as  provided  in  section  III  (c)  (2)  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended. 

In  other  words,  the  amendment  is 
couched  directly  in  the  statute  itself 
and  is  in  consonance  with  the  spirit  and 
intendment  of  the  law  which  I  read  to 
the  Senate  only  a  few  moments  ago. 
That  I  may  dwell  upon  that,  let  me  re¬ 
peat.  What  is  this  law,  and  what  is  it 
set  up  for?  Is  it  set  up  with  the  idea 
of  isolating  some  one  of  the  central  na¬ 
tions  of  Europe  essential  to  a  complete 
and  perfect  economy  that  will  enable 
Europe  to  return  to  a  stable  basis?  Let 
us  see  whether  it  is.  Let  us  dwell  upon 
that  for  a  moment.  I  read  from  section 
102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1948,  relative  to  the  findings  and  declara¬ 
tion  of  policy,  as  follows: 

Recognizing  the  intimate  economic  and 
other  relationships  between  the  United  States 
and  the  nations  of  Europe — 

It  is  not  limited  to  any  specific  nations 
of  Europe;  no  one  of  them  is  elimi¬ 
nated — 

and  recognizing  that  disruption  following  in 
the  wake  of  war  is  not  contained  by  national 
frontiers,  the  Congress  finds  that  the  exist¬ 
ing  situation  in  Europe  endangers  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  lasting  peace,  the  general  wel¬ 
fare  and  national  interest  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  attainment  of  the  objectives 
of  the  United  Nations.  The  restoration  or 
maintenance  in  European  countries  of  prin¬ 
ciples  of  individual  liberty,  free  institutions, 
and  genuine  independence  rests  largely  upon 
the  establishment  of  sound  economic  condi¬ 
tions,  stable  international  economic  rela¬ 
tionships,  and  the  achievement  by  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe  of  a  healthy  economy  inde¬ 
pendent  of  extraordinary  outside  assistance. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  are  appropri¬ 
ating  billions  of  dollars,  why  do  we  say 
we  will  not  afford  any  relief  or  any  as¬ 
sistance  to  one  country  that  occupies, 
if  you  please,  a  strategic  position,  mili¬ 
tarily  and  economically,  in  Europe,  and 
which  affects  the  welfare  and  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  this  country  as  well? 


What  can  be  the  spirit  behind  this 
program?  Is  it  not  the  intendment  of 
Congress  that  Europe  shall  become  self- 
sustaining?  Is  it  not  the  intendment  of 
Congress  as  well  that  we  shall  look  for¬ 
ward  to  the  dangers  of  war?  And  if  we 
look  forward  to  the  dangers  of  war,  how 
can  we  in  justice  and  in  fair  play  isolate 
the  peninsula  of  which  Spain  is  the  prin¬ 
cipal  part,  when  she,  clamoring  at  our 
doors,  asks  to  be  permitted  to  assist  us, 
if  you  please,  in  bringing  about  stable 
economy  and  safety  for  Europe?  How 
can  we  deny,  with  what  cogency  can  we 
deny  her  participation,  if  by  her  partici¬ 
pation  she  will  lend  us  military  strength 
and  economic  strength  as  well? 

Mr.  President,  I  appeal  to  this  body  to¬ 
day — not  for  Spain,  for  there  is  not  a 
heart  cord  in  my  being  which  throbs 
for  any  other  country  than  my  own,  the 
country  for  which  I  stand,  in  which  I 
was  born,  and  in  which  I  hope  to  die; 
but  I  appeal  to  my  country  and  to  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  that  we  close 
every  loophole  where  danger  may  lurk. 

I  am  as  certain  as  I  am  that  I  stand 
here,  that  war  is  only  in  the  offing. 
Those  of  us  who  listen  to  the  reports  of 
the  departments  of  the  Government,  that 
know  what  they  are  talking  about,  can 
have  no  doubt  as  to  what  we  are  doing  or 
as  to  where  we  are  going.  Why  is  it  our 
military  heads  are  in  Europe  today?  I 
wonder.  Why  are  we  confronted  with  a 
proposal  to  appropriate  $1,400,000,000 
with  which  to  arm  Europe?  Is  it  merely 
to  play  with  it?  That  cannot  be  true. 
It  must  be  that  those  who  have  this 
country’s  welfare  at  heart  know  the  con¬ 
dition,  as  I  believe  they  do  know  it.  That 
being  true,  is  there  a  country  in  all  Eur¬ 
ope  more  essential  to  the  defense  of 
America  than  is  the  Iberian  Peninsula? 

We  are  lending  aid  and  assistance  to 
Portugal,  which  lies  on  the  western  side 
of  the  peninsula.  We  are  lending  aid  and 
assistance  to  France,  which  lies  across 
the  border  from  Spain.  But  we  allow  the 
great  country  of  the  Iberian  Peninsula, 
the  country  which  controls  Gibraltar,  if 
you  please,  to  stand  without  aid,  without 
sympathy,  without  succor,  without  sup¬ 
port,  at  the  very  time  when  that  country 
and  Great  Britain  have  entered  into  bi¬ 
lateral  agreements,  at  the  very  time 
when  that  country  and  France  have  en¬ 
tered  into  bilateral  agreements,  and 
when  we,  by  the  economic  program  under 
which  we  propose  to  appropriate  some 
$4,000,000,000  or  $5,000,000,000  this  year, 
are  pleading  with  the  countries  of  Europe 
for  multilateral  agreements,  so  that  the 
countries  of  western  Europe  herself  may 
set  up  an  economy  within  themselves  by 
trading  with  the  world  at  large  rather 
than  by  following  a  policy  of  unilateral 
agreements.  If  Spain  is  able,  ready,  and 
willing  to  enter  into  business  agreements 
with  other  countries,  she  is  certainly 
able,  ready,  and  willing  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  this  country. 

What  has  Spain  to  offer  us?  Why  this 
$50,000,000?  Why  earmark  any  money 
for  Spain?  It  is  done  so  that  she  may  do 
two  things:  First  of  all,  that  she  may 
trade  with  the  United  States  for  those 
things  of  which  we  shall  have  a  surplus 
within  the  coming  year.  Today  she  is 
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trading  with  other  countries  for  the  very 
things  we  have  to  sell.  She  affords 
potash,  electric  power,  phosphates,  and 
fisheries,  in  trade  with  other  countries. 
Today  she  is  ready  to  buy  and  has  been 
buying  from  Great  Britain  cotton  to  the 
extent  of  about  $400,000,000  during  the 
past  year.  That  trade  did  not  come  to 
the  United  States.  It  could  have,  it 
should  have.  There  should  be  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  trade  within  those  commodi¬ 
ties  of  which  we  expect  to  have  surpluses, 
indeed  of  which  we  now  have  surpluses. 
Why  will  we  isolate  a  market  for  our  sur¬ 
plus  commodities?  When  we  are  giving 
this  money  to  other  nations  abroad,  why 
not  give  it  to  a  nation  that  will  trade 
with  us?  If  by  doing  so,  we  win  the  good 
will  of  a  nation  that  for  a  quarter  of  a 
century  has  fought  the  enemy  we  are 
now  arming  ourselves  to  fight,  namely, 
communism,  if  by  doing  so  we  assist  that 
nation  to  maintain  her  integrity  and  to 
carry  on  the  fight  against  communism, 
why  in  God’s  name  should  we  close  the 
door  to  her  at  this  hour  of  her  existence 
and  at  this  hour  of  our  existence,  when 
we  so  greatly  need  cooperation  and  as¬ 
sistance  abroad? 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I.  yield. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  The  Senator  said  we 
were  arming  to  fight  an  enemy,  and  then 
spoke  of  communism.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  does  not  mean  we  are  arming  in 
order  to  start  a  conflict.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  will  agree  with  me  we  are  arm¬ 
ing  for  purposes  of  defense  and  for  no 
other  purpose. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Of  course,  we  are 
always  arming  for  our  own  defense,  and 
this  represents  one  of  the  steps  we  may 
take  now  for  our  own  defense,  by 
strengthening  a  nation  that  will  stand  at 
our  shoulder  when  we  are  set  upon  and 
it  is  essential  that  we  defend  ourselves. 
No,  Mr.  President,  this  country  seeks 
war  with  no  other  country.  The  United 
States  will  avoid  war  with  any  and  every 
country  in  the  world,  until  her  own  in¬ 
tegrity  is  challenged,  and  then  un¬ 
doubtedly  we  shall  provide  the  where¬ 
withal  to  defend  ourselves. 

One  of  the  points  we  must  protect  has 
to  do  with  those  favorably  disposed  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  European  arena,  where  war, 
if  it  comes,  may  be  carried  on. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  take  up  the 
time  of  the  Senate  at  greater  length.  I 
lay  before  the  Senate  what,  to  me,  seems 
to  be  a  matter  affecting  our  national 
welfare.  From  a  selfish  standpoint,  we 
can  strengthen  the  markets  which  will 
take  up  our  surplus  commodities,  mar¬ 
kets  of  which  other  countries  are  now 
gaining  control  and  using  American  dol¬ 
lars  to  carry  on  their  commercial  activi¬ 
ties.  We  can,  at  the  same  time,  make  a 
friend  of  a  nation  which  is  naturally  in¬ 
clined  to  be  friendly,  wants  to  be  friendly, 
wants  to  be  on  our  side  of  a  great  battle 
which,  to  my  mind,  is  in  the  offing. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is.  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair 


stand  as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 
On  that  question  the  yeas  and  nays  are 
asked  for,  • 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  is  absent  at  the  moment.  I  under¬ 
stand  he  desires  to  be  here. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
if  the  Senator  from  Nevada  wishes  to 
have  time  to  send  for  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  I  should  like  to  address  my¬ 
self  very  briefly  to  the  subject,  and  per¬ 
haps  that  will  provide  the  necessary 
interim. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Michigan  is  recognized. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
respectfully  submit  that  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  has  been  discussing  a 
general  question  of  public  policy,  and 
not  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Chair 
has  correctly  ruled  on  the  point  of  order. 
The  able  Senator  from  Nevada  knows 
that  I  have  very  substantial  sympathy 
with  what  he  has  said,  in  general,  re¬ 
garding  the  Spanish  situation.  It  is  very 
generally  known  that,  as  a  member  of 
the  delegation  to  the  General  Assembly, 
I  opposed  the  action  of  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  in  proscribing  Ambassadors  to 
Madrid.  It  is  very  generally  understood 
that  I  favor  the  recent  movement  to  re¬ 
store  an  ambassador  to  Madrid.  I  have 
no  hesitancy  in  saying  that  I  think  there 
is  no  consistency  whatever  in  maintain¬ 
ing  ambassadors  at  Moscow  and  in  the 
satellite  countries  and  withholding  an 
ambassador  from  Madrid. 

The  situations  are  of  a  character  which 
leave  me  no  alternative  except  to  say 
that  I  think  we  should  be  represented  in 
Madrid.  But  I  respectfully  submit,  Mr. 
President,  that  we  cannot  settle  the 
Spanish  question  on  this  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  Chair.  I  respectfully 
suggest  that  this  is  not  the  time  or  the 
place  to  settle  it.  I  earnestly  submit  that 
it  is  not  the  pending  issue.  The  pending 
issue  is  solely  the  question  of  whether 
the  Chair  is  correct  in  reading  from  the 
ECA  Act  that  requirement  of  the  act 
which  underscores  the  basic  character 
of  the  act,  namely,  that  it  is  to  be  based 
upon  self-help  and  mutual  cooperation. 
The  language  of  the  act  as  read  by  the 
Chair  is  perfectly  clear.  The  participat¬ 
ing  countries  must  earn  their  right  to 
participate  through  self-help  and  mu¬ 
tual  cooperation,  and  the  language  is 
spelled  out  with  complete  identification. 
I  read. 

As  used  In  this  title,  the  term  "participat¬ 
ing  country”  means — 

(1)  any  country,  together  with  dependent 
areas  under  its  administration,  which  signed 
the  report  of  the  Committee  of  European 
Economic  Cooperation  at  Paris  on  September 
22,  1947;  and 

(2)  any  other  country - 

And  so  forth — 

wholly  or  partly  in  Europe,  together  with 
dependent  areas  under  its  administration; 
provided  such  country  adhere  to,  and  for 
so  long  as  it  remains  an  adherent  to,  a  Joint 
program  for  European  recovery  designed  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 


Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  believes  that  the  recent 
action  of  England  in  making  a  bilateral 
treaty  with  Russia  to  take  a  large  amount 
of  products  and  in  return  furnish  ma¬ 
chinery  which  we  deny  them,  and  the 
bilateral  treaty  with  Argentina  to  furnish 
her  petroleum  products  produced  by 
American  ECA  funds  which  will  deny 
American  oil  going  into  that  area,  are 
examples  of  self-help  and  mutual  co¬ 
operation? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  With  the  great¬ 
est  respect  to  the  Senator,  I  decline  to 
discuss  at  the  moment  the  question  he 
raises.  It  is  entitled  to  a  full,  free,  and 
frank  discussion  on  its  merits.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  ruling  which  the 
Chair  has  made.  I  submit  the  ruling  the 
Chair  has  made  is  essential  to  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  character  of  self-help  and 
mutual  aid  as  the  basis  of  ECA;  and  any 
time  ECA  ceases  to  be  fixed  upon  self- 
help  and  mutual  aid — and  I  shall  divert 
long  enough  to  say  to  the  able  Senator 
from  Nevada  that  I  think  it  must  be 
policed  in  its  second  year  to  a  degree  far 
more  emphatic  than  in  its  first  year — 
any  time  it  loses  that  character,  it  has 
lost  any  justification  whatever. 

In  the  very  humble  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  is  clearly  justified,  inasmuch  as 
the  pending  amendment  will  completely 
change  the  characteristics  of  ECA  as 
spelled  out  in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to 
me,  in  the  first  place,  on  the  question  of 
limitation,  if  Congress  passes  an  act 
which  encompasses  five  or  six  different 
purposes,  I  cannot  see  anything  wrong  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee’s  saying, 
“Well,  there  will  be  so  much  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  and  so  much  for  that  purpose,  and 
no  more.”  I  do  not  quite  agree  with  the 
language  the  Chair  has  used.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  possible  that  Spain  can  be  in¬ 
cluded  under  the  term  “any  other  coun¬ 
try.”  The  proviso  applies  to  all  the 
countries  under  the  administration,  and 
if  one  country  withdraws  it  ceases  to 
receive  any  more  money.  I  do  not  quite 
see  why  Spain  is  not  included.  Money 
can  be  given  to  Spain  so  long  as  she  ad¬ 
heres  and  remains  an  adherent  to  the 
joint  program.  I  do  not  see  why  we 
cannot  allot  the  money.  It  is  up  to  the 
Administrator  to  decide  whether  Spain 
will  get  it.  I  do  not  intend  to  assert  an 
opinion,  but  I  am  considerably  concerned 
about  the  language  which  seems  to  say 
that  when  five  or  six  purposes  are  set 
forth  in  the  act  we  cannot  say,  “Here  is 
so  much  for  this  purpose,  and  here  is 
so  much  for  that  purpose.”  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  within  the  power  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
my  comment  in  response  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  is  that  the  Chair’s  ruling  is 
not  based  upon  that  section  of  the  Act 
which  sets  forth  its  purposes.  It  is  based 
upon  that  section  of  the  act  which  sets 
forth  the  specific  mechanism  which 
which  must  be  followed  and  which  must 
constantly  exist  and  which  by  no  stretch 
of  the  imagination  can  be  asserted  to  be 
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in  existence  at  the  present  time.  There¬ 
fore,  with  great  respect,  I  am  unable  to 
agree  with  the  viewpoint  submitted  by 
my  good  friend  from  Ohio.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  Chair  stands  on  invincible 
gr  )und. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  make  this  observation  in 
clarification,  not  in  argument. 

The  preamble  of  the  act  is  section  102 

(a)  ,  which  sets  forth  the  various  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act.  The  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran]  read  from  the 
preamble. 

Subsection  (b)  provides: 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  effectuate 
the  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  by  furnishing  material  and  financial 
assistance  to  the  participating  countries — 

And  so  forth.  So  that  the  two  subsec¬ 
tions  tie  into  each  other,  and  subsection 

(b)  undertakes  to  define  how  the  pur¬ 
poses  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  are  to 
be  accomplished. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  discuss  for  a  moment  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair  on  the  point  of  order.  I  do 
so  with  the  greatest  of  deference  and  re¬ 
spect  for  the  Chair  and  the  ruling. 

If  we  were  dealing  at  the  moment  with 
the  question  of  strict  interpretation  of 
rules,  I  would  possibly  feel  compelled  to 
agree  with  the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  But 
as  I  look  back  and  try  to  analyze  the 
history  of  the  ECA  legislation,  the  pur¬ 
poses  which  Congress  had  in  mind  and 
the  intentions  of  Congress  at  the  time  of 
its  enactment,  I  can  but  feel  that,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  respect  and  almost  rev¬ 
erence  I  have  for  the  Chair,  sound  Amer¬ 
ican  policy  should  compel  this  body,  in 
this  instance,  at  least,  looking  at  the 
matter  in  its  broad,  fundamental  aspect, 
to  overrule  the  Chair,  and  make  its  own 
ruling. 

Mr.  President,  this  question  goes  fur¬ 
ther  than  the  idea  of  a  loan  of  $50,000,000 
to  Spain;  it  goes  to  our  sincerity  of  pur¬ 
pose,  whether  we  mean  what  we  say 
when  it  suits  our  convenience,  and  do 
not  mean  what  we  say  when  it  might 
hurt  the  sensibilities  of  every  Communist 
in  the  world. 

Basically,  fundamentally,  intentional¬ 
ly,  the  ECA  legislation  was  first  proposed 
and  advanced  in  order  to  rehabilitate 
Europe.  But  behind  that  there  was  a 
stronger  motive,  namely,  the  fight 
against  communism.  I  am  positive  that 
the  Chair  did  not  decide  this  question 
with  any  such  thought  in  mind,  but 
nevertheless  the  decision  of  the  Chair 
pleases  every  Communist  throughout  the 
world. 

The  decision  in  this  instance  is  not 
pleasing  to  those  who  desire  to  be  helped 
in  Europe,  it  is  not  pleasing  to  those  who 
would  fight  “Uncle  Joe,”  but  it  is  pleas¬ 
ing  to  “Uncle  Joe.”  Bear  that  in  mind. 

It  is  not  pleasing  to  the  good  English¬ 
man  who  wants  to  live  in  austerity,  and 
suffer  blood  and  tears  in  order  to  try  to 
bring  back  such  conditions  that  he  can 
live  as  the  English  have  heretofore  lived. 
The  decision  is  pleasing  to  every  Com¬ 
munist  in  England. 

It  is  not  pleasing  to  the  Christian  peo¬ 
ple  of  Prance  who  desire  to  work  as  they 
have  worked  through  centuries  in  order 
to  make  Prance  great,  but  it  is  pleasing 


to  the  Communist  friends  of  Mr.  Stalin 
in  Prance. 

It  is  not  pleasing  to  those  who  won  the 
election  in  Italy,  even  though  our  efforts, 
in  order  to  fight  “Uncle  Joe,”  but  it  is 
pleasing  to  those  who  lost  the  election, 
the  Communists  of  Italy. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  basic.  We  are 
told  that  every  move  we  make  must  be  a 
checkmate  against  the  advance  of  the 
Russian  Communists  in  the  affairs  of  the 
world.  Let  us  be  honest  about  these 
things.  Whom  are  we  pleasing  now? 
We  are  pleasing  the  men  who  are  being 
tried  before  Judge  Medina  in  the  city 
of  New  York  more  than  we  are  even  the 
two  great  persons  who  have  an  unfortu¬ 
nate  difference  of  opinion. 

The  ruling  in  this  instance  is  not  pleas¬ 
ing  to  the  good,  sincere  citizen,  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  politics,  in  any  State  of  this  Union, 
but  it  is  pleasing  to  those  who  would 
undermine  this  Government.  So  it  goes 
further  than  a  straight  interpretation 
of  a  Senate  rule.  It  goes  to  the  question. 
Are  we  to  be  made  a  laughing  stock,  and 
have  people  say,  “Yes,  you  will  talk  anti¬ 
communism,  but  you  will  vote  for  those 
who  would  help  the  Communists.” 

This  action  is  not  pleasing  to  the  lib¬ 
erty-loving  folks  in  Indochina  who  would 
like  to  have  our  way  of  living,  but  it  is 
pleasing  to  those  who  would  oppress 
them,  and  we  are  appropriating  money 
for  those  who  would  buy  guns  with  which 
to  kill  liberty-loving  people  in  Indochina. 

It  is  not  pleasing  to  the  democracy  of 
Java,  the  Javanese  who  have  suffered  for 
hundreds  of  years,  but  it  is  pleasing  to 
those  who  would  buy  guns  and,  in  Ameri¬ 
can  uniforms,  kill  them  because  they  dare 
to  fight  for  liberty. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  keep.  the  record 
straight ;  let  us  vote  as  if  we  were  fight¬ 
ing  for  democracy,  as  if  we  were  fight¬ 
ing  for  something  of  which  we  should 
be  proud,  for  which  we  would  be  willing 
to  fight,  for  a  thing  we  love  and  revere, 
for  liberty,  for  decency. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  told  the  Senate 
before,  and  I  shall  tell  it  again,  that  if 
I  were  a  subject  of  Spain  possibly  I  would 
be  in  jail.  I  do  not  like  many  heads  of 
governments  throughout  the  world;  but 
what  are  we  going  to  do  about  it?  I 
presume  some  people  do  not  like  our 
Government.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  do 
not  know  why,  but  some  21,000,000  peo¬ 
ple  voted  for  Mr.  Dewey  2  years  ago.  If 
I  were  to  be  in  Spain,  possibly  I  would 
get  in  trouble.  But  we  certainly  do  not 
want  to  fight  the  people  of  Spain  because 
we  do  not  like  Mr.  Franco.  There  are 
babies  in  Spain,  there  are  innocent  peo¬ 
ple  in  Spain.  I  care  not  about  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Spain,  but  I  think  in  order 
to  carry  out  our  purposes,  if  we  mean 
what  we  say,  we  should  not  be  hypocriti¬ 
cal.  Let  us  not  say  we  are  good  when  we 
we  want  to  be,  when  it  suits  our  purpose, 
that  we  are  charitable  when  it  suits  our 
purpose,  that  we  are  against  communism 
when  it  suits  our  purpose,  but  we  are 
for  those  who  are  inclined  toward  com¬ 
munism  when  it  suits  our  purpose. 

Mr.  President,  for  this  reason,  and  only 
for  this  reason,  I  shall  vote  to  overrule 
the  Chair,  and  with  the  greatest  of  re¬ 
spect  for  the  Vice  President,  who  made 
the  ruling.  At  the  same  time  I  know 


that  the  leader  of  the  majority  sticks  by 
a  technicality  when  down  in  his  heart  he 
knows  it  is  against  all  the  concepts  for 
which  America  stands. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  in  what  he  has  just  said,  that 
the  rule  regarding  legislation  by  an  ap¬ 
propriation  committee  is  evidently  in¬ 
voked  whenever  the  majority  party  sees 
fit  to  do  so.  There  were  at  least  a  dozen 
instances  in  the  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  where  the  language  of 
new  legislation  was  inserted  in  the  bill. 
I  will  cite  one  specifically.  On  page  60  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  4177),  under  the  subject 
Readjustment  Benefits  relating  to  vet¬ 
erans,  certain  words,  in  lines  10  and  11, 
were  stricken,  and  the  following  words 
added  by  the  Senate  committee:  “shall 
not,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  evi¬ 
dence  to  the  contrary,  be  considered  avo- 
cational  or  recreational  when  a  certifi¬ 
cate,  in  the  form  of  an  affidavit  supported 
by  two  corroborating  affidavits,  has  been 
furnished  by  a  physically  qualified  vet¬ 
eran  stating  that  such  education  or 
training  is  desired  by  him  for  use  in  con¬ 
nection  with  his  present  or  contemplated 
business  or  occupation.” 

Mr.  President,  I  personally  had  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  addition  of  the  words  in 
the  bill  by  the  Senate  committee.  I 
think  it  would  involve  a  long,  drawn-out 
process  if  we  were  not  to  allow  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  to  make  such 
additions  along  that  line  as  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  necessary.  When  the  Senate 
committee  makes  such  additions  the 
Senate  itself  can  either  accept  or  reject 
them.  But  we  know,  and  the  evidence 
is  before  us,  that  the  rule  is  manipulated 
and  used  exactly  the  way  the  majority 
party  wants  it  to  be  used. 

The  Appropriations  Committee  has,  in 
the  bill  now  before  the  Senate,  inserted 
the  language  that  is  necessary  to  assign 
a  part  of  the  appropriation  to  the  nation 
of  Spain.  I  shall  certainly  vote  against 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  because  I  see  no 
other  way  a  Senator  could  vote  and  be 
consistent  on  the  Senate  floor. 

The  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Vandenberg]  pointed  out  that  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  a  technical  one,  and  apparently  the 
emphasis  is  placed  on  the  point  that  fail¬ 
ure  to  sustain  the  ruling  would  change 
the  entire  Senate  procedure.  If  that 
position  is  going  to  be  taken,  we  had  bet¬ 
ter  reconsider  the  independent  offices  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  We  had  better  review  it 
with  respect  to  legislation  contained  in 
it  because,  by  passing  that  bill  we  have 
already  ruined  whatever  precedents  have 
been  established,  or  whatever  rulings 
have  heretofore  been  made,  on  the  basis 
of  which  subsequent  rulings  may  be 
made. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  the  com¬ 
parison  which  is  sought  to  be  made  of  a 
matter  which  we  ourselves  feel  strongly 
about  with  a  purely  technical  matter  is  a 
farfetched  one.  I  give  every  Senator 
credit  for  voting  his  convictions,  just  as 
I  intend  to  do  on  this  particular  subject; 
but  when  attention  is  called  to  technical 
rules,  rules  which  have  been  violated  on 
the  Senate  floor  10  or  15  times  in  the  past 
few  days,  in  the  hope  by  that  method  to 
accomplish  a  certain  purpose  on  the  Sen- 
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ate  floor,  I  think  it  is  farfetched.  In 
this  particular  case  I  certainly  shall  vote 
to  overrule  the  decision  of  the  Vice 
President. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  want  to  delay 
the  Senate.  Neither  do  I  want  to  com¬ 
ment  particularly  upon  the  rule.  I 
should  like,  however,  to  point  out  again 
with  all  the  force  that  is  within  me  what 
I  pointed  out  when  the  independent  of¬ 
fices  appropriation  bill  was  under  con¬ 
sideration,  that  in  that  bill — I  have 
checked  the  amendments  since  the  bill 
was  passed — 14  times  we  wrote  legisla¬ 
tion  in  an  appropriation  bill,  and  not  a 
voice  was  raised  against  that  action. 

The  amendment  in  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill,  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  has  referred,  which 
appears  on  page  60  of  the  bill,  is  only 
one  of  many  such  instances.  Since  the 
Senate  permits  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  after  careful  consideration,  to 
report  an  appropriation  bill  which  meets 
the  provisions  of  the  rules,  if  we  as  Sen¬ 
ators  on  the  floor  should  then  elect  to 
use  the  technical  procedure  of  making 
points  of  order  on  some  particular 
amendments  we  do  not  like  in  a  bill,  we 
are  thoroughly  inconsistent  in  the 
United  States  Senate  and  we  are  certain¬ 
ly  hamstringing  the  Appropriations 
Committee. 

I  wish  to  point  out  again,  now  that 
the  Senator  has  brought-  it  up,  that  in 
the  case  of  the  independent  offices  bill 
14  times  legislative  amendments  were 
written  into  it,  against  which  no  point 
of  order  was  made.  But  when  the  ECA 
bill  comes  before  the  Senate  technical 
points  of  order  are  raised  one  after  an¬ 
other.  The  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  itself  gave  thorough  consideration 
to  the  justification  for  these  amend¬ 
ments,  and  by  majority  vote  reported 
them  for  the  consideration  of  the  Senate, 
as  it  reported  other  amendments  in  oth¬ 
er  bills,  and  as  it  will  report  still  other 
amendments  in  additional  bills,  such  as 
the  Interior  Department  bill.  Many  leg¬ 
islative  provisions  are  written  into  such 
bills.  That  has  been  the  precedent  of 
the  Senate.  It  is  only  when  the  majority 
leader  wants  to  elect  to  raise  the  point 
of  order  that  he  does  so. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  point  out 
further  that  it  is  not  the  Appropriations 
Committee  which  is  being  shackled.  The 
Appropriations  Committee  can  report 
amendments,  and  points  of  order  may 
be  made  against  them ;  but  what  we  are 
actually  doing  under  this  rule  is  shack¬ 
ling  the  United  States  Senate.  We  are 
subordinating  it  in  comparison  with  the 
House  of  Representatives.  The  House 
of  Representatives  writes  legislative  pro¬ 
visions  into  appropriation  bills  by  ma¬ 
jority  vote.  What  we  have  always 
understood  to  be  limitations  are  now 
being  held  to  be  legislation,  when  it  suits 
the  convenience  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
bill.  By  this  process,  under  the  rulings 
which  have  been  sustained — and  if  this 
ruling  is  sustained  it  will  be  a  further 


precedent  along  that  line — we  are  simply 
hamstringing  the  Senate. 

I  believe  that  this  rule  should  be  ob¬ 
served.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  should  write  any 
legislation  into  an  appropriation  bill. 
Any  Senator  who  desires  to  write  legis¬ 
lation  into  an  appropriation  bill,  or  write 
a  limitation,  as  we  term  it,  into  such  a 
bill,  should  follow  the  usual  procedure 
and  do  it  by  a  two-thirds  vote.  That  is 
the  way  for  the  rule  to  operate  fairly. 
We  have  disregarded  it  in  the  past.  We 
have  gone  along  in  the  interest  of  ex¬ 
pediting  legislation  and  in  the  interest 
of  protecting  the  taxpayers.  The -Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  has  undertaken, 
in  its  wisdom,  to  submit  these  amend¬ 
ments  as  recommendations  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  committee  feels  that  it  is  in 
the  interest  of  our  country  to  have  such 
provisions  in  the  law.  If  the  present 
rulings  are  adhered  to  in  the  future  it 
simply  means  that  the  Senate  is  ham¬ 
stringing  itself,  because  such  legislative 
provisions,  or  limitations,  as  some  of  us 
think  they  are,  will  have  to  be  voted  in 
by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Senate. 
Therefore  we  place  ourselves  on  an  un¬ 
equal  basis  in  comparison  with  the  other 
body  which  is  charged  in  part  with  the 
responsibility  of  legislating  for  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  that  I  bow  to  his  seniority  and 
experience  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
Certainly  for  as  long  as  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  has  been  in  the  Senate, 
this  method  of  amending  appropriation 
bills  has  been  the  custom.  I  would  go 
along  with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
if  all  such  proposals  were  treated  alike. 
But  we  see  violations  of  the  rule  every 
day.  Then  we  listen  to  speeches  by  two 
or  three  distinguished  Senators  to  the 
effect  that  we  should  not  do  it  in  this 
instance..  Why?  Because  some  Sena¬ 
tors  evidently  are  against  this  particular 
part  of  the  written-in  amendment  or  leg¬ 
islation,  whatever  it  may  be  held  to  be. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  When  we  are  making 
world  policy,  and  especially  when  we  are 
engaged  in  a  great  effort  to  fight  the 
Communists,  is  it  not  more  important 
that  we  should  follow  the  procedure  sug¬ 
gested  in  this  instance  than  in  any  of  the 
16  instances  to  which  attention  has  been 
called  in  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  bill? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  will  say  in  answer  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that  I  recall  that  on  this  very 
floor,  when  some  of  us  were  discussing  at 
length  the  original  ECA  authorization 
bill,  we  were  reminded  again  and  again 
that  it  was  not  mandatory  for  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  to  appropriate 
the  money  simply  because  we  passed  an 
authorization  bill.  It  was  emphasized, 
almost  to  the  point  where  one  might  ex¬ 
pect  a  bill  to  come  out  of  the  committee 
carrying  one-third  of  the  amount,  at 
most,  that  it  was  a  matter  for  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  decide,  and  that 
the  authorization  was  not  mandatory  in 
any  way.  We  were  told  that  the  com¬ 


mittee  could  make  whatever  appropri¬ 
ations  it  saw  fit.  I  think  all  Senators 
will  recall  that  argument.  It  was  em¬ 
phasized  day«after  day  to  such  an  extent 
that  some  of  us,  if  we  had  not  had  the 
benefit  of  a  year’s  experience  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  might  have  been  lead  to  believe  that 
perhaps  there  would  be  no  appropriation 
at  all. 

I  will  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  that  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  16  ECA  nations  have  vio¬ 
lated  almost  every  provision  in  the  leg¬ 
islation,  I  would  certainly  hope  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  would  take 
some  cognizance  of  those  violations  of 
the  objective  of  the  law.  I  stood  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  described  88 
trade  treaties  which  the  16  Marshall 
plan  nations  had  made  with  Russia  and 
other  countries  behind  the  iron  curtain 
since  World  War  II.  They  agreed  to 
ship  them  almost  everything  necessary 
for  war  except  the  guns.  They  agreed 
to  ship  them  all  kinds  of  machinery,  ball 
bearings,  tempered  steel,  and  almost 
everything  one  could  think  of.  Sena¬ 
tors  need  only  to  read  the  Congressional 
Record  for  that  date.  I  enumerated  for 
the  Record  88  such  treaties  and  named 
the  nations  that  were  parties  to  them. 
Four  or  five  of  the  treaties  were  printed 
in  detail  in  the  Record.  The  informa¬ 
tion  is  all  in  the  Record  for  anyone  to 
see.  Any  Senator  can  communifcate  with 
the  State  Department  and  obtain  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  treaties. 

,  Such  actions  are  in  direct  violation  of 
the  spirit  of  ECA  and  the  Marshall  plan. 
It  is  said  that  what  we  are  doing  is  try¬ 
ing  to  put  those  nations  on  their  feet, 
and  that  we  are  trying  to  contain 
Russia.  I  heard  those  words  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  in  1948  until  they 
rang  in  my  ears.  What  we  are  doing 
is  furnishing  raw  materials  and  money 
to  the  16  Marshall  plan  nations  so  that 
they  can  furnish  everything  to  Russia 
and  other  countries  behind  the  iron 
curtain  they  require  for  war.  We  are 
doing  it  under  a  manufacturing-in¬ 
transit  arrangement. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Inasmuch  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  uses  the  name  Russia, 
as  a  sound  American  policy,  irrespective 
of  the  technical  merits  of  the  ruling,  does 
the  ruling  please  those  who  would  con¬ 
tain  Russia,  or  those  who  would  not? 
What  would  the  ruling  do?  Who  would 
be  pleased  the  most?  Would  Russia  be 
pleased,  or  would  those  who  would  fight 
Russia  be  pleased? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  will  say  in  answer 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that  so  long  as  Spain  is  prac¬ 
tically  the  only  nation  in  the  world 
which  has  -been  on  our  side  heretofore, 
as  against  Russia,  I  should  say  that 
Russia  should  be  the  most  pleased. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Before  the  Senator 
leaves  the  point  with  respect  to  the  ECA 
countries  not  complying  with  some  of 
the  conditions  in  the  act,  I  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  if  it  is 
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not  true  that  the  entire  basic  ECA  Act 
is  contingent  upon  the  compliance  by 
the  ECA  countries  with  certain  require¬ 
ments.  Is  not  that  true?' 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  One  of  the  conditions 
which  I  remember  was  that  they  should 
eliminate  economic  barriers.  Another 
was  that  out  of  the  counterpart  funds 
they  should  attempt  to  exchange  cur¬ 
rencies  among  one  another  so  that  they 
could  do  business  among  themselves  and 
not  have  to  come  back  to  the  United 
States  for  dollars.  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  is  absolutely 
true. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  view  of  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair,  it  is  my  opinion  that  if 
one  were  to  examine  the  basic  act  he 
would  find  throughout  the  act  that  the 
entire  appropriation  is  based  upon  the 
contingency  that  the  ECA  countries 
comply  with  certain  requirements  in  the 
act.  If  that  be  true,  then  I  think  the 
argument  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  today  becomes  very 
effective  and  potent.  If  we  appropriate 
$3,600,000,000  upon  the  contingencies  in 
the  act  itself,  on  condition  that  those 
countries  do  certain  things,  when  we 
write  into  the  act  a  provision  that  $50,- 
000,000  shall  be  reserved  for  Spain,  pro¬ 
vided  it  does  exactly  what  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  can  require  of  all  the  other 
countries,  then  I  say  that  we  are  not 
doing  any  more  for  Spain  than  we  are 
doing  for  any  of  the  other  countries. 
Does  the  Senator  agree  with  me  as  to 
that? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  certainly  do  agree. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  To  go  further  with  the 
suggestion  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
let  me  say  that  if  certain  countries  are 
supposed  to  do  certain  things  before 
they  become  the  beneficiaries  of  this 
act  and  if  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  finds  they  are  not  doing  those 
things — for  instance,  as  in  Morocco, 
where  the  French  subjects  of  Morocco 
are  doing  things  that  are  contrary  to  the 
ECA  understandings — if  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  knowing  of  that  situ¬ 
ation,  brings  to  this  body  an  amendment 
to  correct  that  situation,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  then  sustains  a  point 
of  order  against  the  amendment,  it  seems 
to  me  that  is  not  in  furtherance  of  a 
correct  policy  under  the  ECA  legislation. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  President,  in  further  answer  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  I  wish  to 
say  that  the  economic  barriers  between 
the  16  Marshall-plan  countries  have  not 
been  remedied  or  eliminated.  No  at¬ 
tempt  has  been  made  to  eliminate  them. 
More  than  that,  those  barriers  are 
greater  today  than  they  were  at  the  time 
when  the  ECA  Act  was  passed.  More¬ 
over,  there  has  been  no  further  talk 
about  a  federation  of  the  countries  of 
Europe,  which  we  thought  the  money 
we  were  appropriating  for  ECA  would 


be  used  to  promote.  Instead  of  that, 
we  find  that  today  the  world  is  divided 
into  spheres  of  influence,  as  between  the 
United  States  and  Russia,  and  we  find  a 
distinctly  separate  system  set  up  by  the 
British  under  the  sterling  bloc,  in  op¬ 
position  to  our  dollar  system.  Even 
Russia  is  in  the  sterling  bloc.  Today 
we  are  virtually  surrounded  by  the  ster¬ 
ling  bloc,  and  it  is  becoming  tighter  and 
tighter;  and  it  is  becoming  more  diffi¬ 
cult  for  us  to  engage  in  trade  with  the 
other  countries.  In  addition,  there  is 
the  guilder  bloc,  which  includes  the  Dutch 
East  Indies;  and  there  is  the  franc  bloc, 
maintained  by  France  in  French  Mo¬ 
rocco,  French  West  Africa,  New  Cale¬ 
donia,  and  the  various  other  French  pos¬ 
sessions  in  the  Far  East  and  in  other 
portions  of  the  world  where  France 
controls. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  our  economic 
sphere  we  are  getting  terrific  opposition. 
Recently  we  have  witnessed  the  bilateral 
trade  agreement  between  Britain  and 
Argentina,  which  makes  it  virtually  im¬ 
possible  for  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  trade  in  Argentina.  Under 
that  agreement,  the  fuel  Argentina  needs 
is  being  furnished  by  Britain,  one  of  the 
leading  ECA  countries,  which  produces 
the  fuel  in  the  Middle  East  with  money 
we  have  gift-loaned  her.  In  exchange 
for  that  fuel,  Britain  takes  foodstuffs 
from  Argentina,  and  the  result  is  to  take 
Argentina  almost  entirely  out  of  the 
dollar  tradine  area. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  In  connection  with 
Spain,  let  me  say  that  I  hold  in  my  hand 
a  statement  quoting  Mr.  Acheson,  the 
Secretary  of  State.  In  the  statement  he 
elaborates  on  the  reasons  why  we  can¬ 
not  have  an  Ambassador  in  Spain  and 
why  our  relationships  with  Spain  should 
not  be  more  cordial  or  cooperative  than 
they  are.  One  of  the  things  he  says  is 
this: 

It  is  *  *  *  a  question  of  religious 

liberty,  which,  is  fundamental  to  the  free 
exercise  of  human  personality.  That  right 
does  not  exist  in  Spain. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  hold  in  my  hand 
at  this  time  a  summary  of  tables.  It  is 
entitled  “Tables,  Special  Summary  of 
Foreign  Grants  and  Credits  of  the 
United  States  Government,  by  Country, 
by  Type  of  Transaction,  in  the  Postwar 
Period  July  1,  1945,  Through  December 
31,  1948.”  It  is  prepared  by  the  Clearing 
Office  for  Foreign  Transactions,  Office  of 
Business  Economics,  Department  of 
Commerce.  It  is  fairly  authentic,  I 
should  say. 

It  is  very  interesting  to  me  to  note  the 
contrast  between  the  statement  that  we 
should  not  have  anything  to  do  with  a 
country  that  does  not  exercise  or  recog¬ 
nize  religious  liberty  and  then  to  read, 
as  shown  in  the  document  I  now  hold 
in  my  hand,  that  we  have  granted  to 
Albania  a  total  of  approximately  $20,- 
000,000;  to  Czechoslovakia,  approxi¬ 
mately  $213,000,000;  to  Hungary,  a  to¬ 
tal  of  $18,000,000;  to  Poland,  $442,000,- 
000 ;  to  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Re¬ 
publics,  $458,000,000;  to  Yugoslavia, 
$300,000,000 — all  in  the  period  from  July 
1,  1945,  to  December  31,  1948, 


I  am  particularly  interested,  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Nevada,  in  observ¬ 
ing  our  open-hearted,  very  generous  co¬ 
operation  with  those  countries  in  that 
period  of  2V2  years,  and  then  observing 
that  it  is  said  that  we  cannot  even  have 
speaking  relations  with  Spain  because 
Spain  denies  religious  liberty.  However, 
if  I  have  been  correctly  reading  the 
newspapers  in  the  past  several  years,  the 
countries  I  have  just  listed  have  not  been 
particularly  noted  for  religious;  freedom. 
In  fact,  scarcely  a  day  passes'  but  that 
I  read  in  the  newspapers  that  religious 
liberty  or  religious  freedom  is  denied  or 
violated  in  some  of  those  countries. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  think  we  should 
be  somewhat  consistent,  which  is  one 
thing  this  administration  has  not  been  in 
its  foreign  policy.  If  we  are  not  going  to 
have  anything  to  do  with  Spain,  cer¬ 
tainly  we  should  not  base  that  policy  on 
such  a  fallacious  argument,  and  yet  on 
the  other  hand  in  the  previous  2  y2  years 
engage  in  that  amount  of  cooperation 
with  the  countries  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned,  in  which  there  certainly  is  about 
the  least  amount  of  religious  liberty  that 
can  be  found  anywhere  in  the  world. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  agree  with  the  points  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
has  made. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  again,  before  he 
leaves  this  point? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  evidence  brought 
before  the  committee  was  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  conception  of  ECA  was  that  it  was 
intended  to  stop  the  expansion  of  com¬ 
munism  in  Europe.  Is  not  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  understanding  of  the  purpose  of 
the  basic  ECA  Act? 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  1948  the  Halls  of 
Congress  rang  with  that  statement  of 
basic  policy. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  know  of  any  country  in 
Europe  that  has  done  a  better  .job  of 
stopping  communism  than  Spain  has? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  know  of  none. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  original  ECA 
Act  contained  a  statement  of  that  basic 
purpose,  and  if  Spain  now  is  meeting 
the  conditions  which  any  of  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries  have  to  meet  in  order 
to  obtain  ECA  funds,  why  should  not 
Spain  now  receive  the  $50,000,000? 

Mr.  MALONE.  Again  I  say  we  should 
at  least  be  consistent.  All  of  us  know 
from  the  military  authorities  that  Spain 
will  become  most  important  to  us  as  a 
location  for  air  fields,  if  we  really  get 
into  trouble  with  Russia  or  any  other 
great  nation  in  that  area  of  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  we  know  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  barriers  between  the  nations  of 
Europe  have  been  kept  up  to  such  an 
extent  that  it  is  impossible  for  them 
to  trade  with  each  other.  That  situation 
is  beginning  to  resemble  the  one  which 
would  exist  if  there  were  complete  eco¬ 
nomic  barriers  between  the  Senator’s 
State  of  Nebraska  and  the  State  of  Ne¬ 
vada,  if  we  in  Nevada  would  not  allow 
Nebraska  corn  to  be  shipped  into  Ne¬ 
vada  without  the  payment  of  certain 
sums  of  money,  on  the  basis  of  so  much 
a  bushel ;  and  if,  in  turn,  Nebraska 
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would  not  permit  Nevada  mineral  prod¬ 
ucts  to  be  admitted  to  Nebraska  without 
the  payment  of  certain  sums  of  money, 
in  the  nature  of  duty  fees.  In  such  event 
there  would  be  chaos.  Such  a  system 
was  tried  early  in  the  life  of  the  Thirteen 
Colonies,  but  it  was  soon  found  to  create 
an  impossible  situation,  so  we  organized 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  find  that  the 
ECA  funds  are  being  used  by  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  to  build  up  sterling 
blocs,  guilder  blocs,  trade  quotas,  finan¬ 
cial  agreements,  and  similar  arrange¬ 
ments.  In  that  respect,  conditions  in 
Europe  are  growing  worse,  instead  of 
better.  I  predict  that  if  this  condition 
continues,  by  next  spring  there  will  be 
a  great  blow-up  in  Europe.  We  find 
that  today  the  European  countries  are 
manipulating  their  currencies  for  trade 
advantage.  For  instance,  we  expect  the 
devaluation  of  the  British  pound  almost 
as  soon  as  we  extend  the  1934  Trade 
Agreements  Act — if  in  fact  we  do  ex¬ 
tend  it,  the  $4.03  pound. 

We  have  made  many  trade  treaties. 
Britain,  when  she  gets  around  to  it,  will 
lower  the  value  of  the  pound  by  20  or  25 
percent.  Every  trade  treaty  they  have 
made  then  is  violated  and  nullified.  In 
other  words,  they  can  come  right  under 
any  trade  treaty  arrangement,  just  as 
cows  come  through  a  gate.  In  other 
words,  there  will  be  nothing  at  all  to 
keep  them  out,  and  they  will  come  in 
with  their  products  and  swamp  the  work¬ 
ingmen  of  America,  as  they  are  now  do¬ 
ing  in  certain  instances,  which  I  intend 
to  discuss  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
when  the  1934  Trade  Agreements  Act 
comes  up  for  extension.  That  act  has 
expired,  and  legislation  to  extend  it  must 
come  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  recognize 
Spain — if  we  do  not  help  them  in  any 
way,  and  we  refuse  to  yield  on  the  stand 
we  have  taken,  what  will  happen?  Eng¬ 
land  and  France  have  trade  treaties 
with  Spain  and  with  other  nations  in 
Europe,  and  the  longer  we  put  off  a  re¬ 
sumption  of  proper  relations  the  less 
chance  we  have  of  getting  any  trade 
whatever  with  Spain,  or  with  any  other 
nation,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  comes 
under  the  sterling  bloc — and  we  are  fi¬ 
nancing  the  sterling  bloc,  Mr.  President. 

One  thing  I  have  not  mentioned  at 
this  time,  which  I  previously  mentioned 
in  connection  with  the  debate  on  the 
North  Atlantic  Pact,  namely,  that  these 
two  nations,  France  and  England,  already 
have  nonaggression  pacts  with  Russia,  in 
which  they  say  in  words  of  one  syllable 
that  they  will  not  join,  they  will  not 
undertake  to  join,  any  other  alliance 
which  would  interfere  economically  or 
otherwise  with  their  full  cooperation 
with  the  participating  nation.  And 
what  is  that  participating  nation,  Mr. 
President?  In  each  case  it  is  Russia. 
Yet  we  are  saying  we  are  trying  to  com¬ 
bat  Russia  and  will  not  send  anything 
to  Russia  that  would  be  in  the  nature  of 
help  in  a  military  way. 

Britain  even  went  so  far  as  to  make 
an  actual  cash  loan  to  Russia.  And 
where  do  you  suppose,  Mr.  President, 
the  money  came  from?  I  suppose  it  is 
not  hard  to  trace.  They  will  say  it  was 


not  our  money,  and  of  course  that  prob¬ 
ably  could  be  true.  But,  as  I  said  be¬ 
fore,  it  is  like  a  man  who  has  $100  who 
goes  to  the  bank  and  borrows  $500  and 
then  buys  a  $100  suit  of  clothes.  He 
probably  does  not  use  the  money  he 
borrowed  from  the  bank  in  order  to  get 
the  clothes,  but  if  he  had  not  obtained 
the  bank  loan  it  would  be  a  little  difficult 
for  him  to  buy  the  suit  of  clothes.  That 
is  the  way  this  thing  is  working  out  all 
over  the  world,  Mr.  President. 

I  should  like  now  to  call  attention  to 
two  things:  First,  are  we  to  be  technical; 
I  would  be  the  first  to  vote  for  a  tech¬ 
nical  ruling,  if  the  technical  ruling  were 
consistent,  which  it  has  not  been  and  is 
not  at  this  time,  and  I  have,  I  think, 
with  my  other  colleagues  shown  it  is  not. 
The  next  thing  is,  most  of  the  ECA  na¬ 
tions  have  violated  in  almost  every  way 
the  rules  and  regulations  laid  down  in 
the  original  Marshall  plan  and  the  ERP 
and  the  ECA  Act.  Since  they  have, 
since  this  question  has  to  be  decided,  and 
since  we  do  need  Spain  and  need  to  deal 
with  the  Spanish  Government  in  the 
selection  of  air  bases,  certainly  every 
Senator  should  have  the  opportunity  of 
voting  the  way  he  really  and  sincerely  be¬ 
lieves  on  this  question  as  to  whether  aid 
should  be  furnished  to  Spain.  Every 
Senator  has  the  same  right  the  junior 
Senator  from  Nevada  has  to  make  up 
his  own  mind,  but  certainly  a  technical 
ruling,  which  is  something  that  has  been 
abused  so  many  times  as  almost  to  have 
become  a  custom,  should  not  prevent 
him  from  having  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  express  my  own  appreciation  of 
the  action  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  presenting  this  question  for  our 
consideration,  as  in  my  judgment  there 
are  very  few  questions  that  are  more 
vitally  concerned  with  the  future  safety 
and  security  of  the  country  than  the 
very  earliest  possible  cultivation  of  far 
better  relations  than  have  thus  far  pre¬ 
vailed  with  the  country  of  Spain.  I  shall 
not  review  the  arguments  which,  I  have 
no  doubt,  have  been  presented  here  as  to 
why  this  proposal  seems  very  vital  to  the 
entire  objective  which  we  have  in  mind. 

Now,  to  argue  the  issue,  which  is  the 
immediate  parliamentary  question  that 
is  presented,  I  shall  only  say  there  seems 
to  be  on  each  side,  as  I  feel,  very  definite 
authority,  for  which  I  have  the  highest 
respect,  so  that,  as  one  not  so  experi¬ 
enced  in  the  rules  as  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues,  I  may  safely  accept  one  or  the 
other  opinion  with  certainly  full  justice 
to  the  integrity  of  the  rules  with  which 
we  naturally  are  all  concerned. 

I  supported  the  McClellan  amendment 
upon  that  ground  yesterday,  and  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  support  this  appeal  from  the 
Chair  today  upon  the  same  ground,  that 
the  importance  of  this  subject  is  so  great, 
and  my  desire  to  see  the  Senate  have  an 
opportunity  to  express  itself  upon  this 
question  so  overwhelming,  that  whatever 
doubts  there  may  be  regarding  the  mat¬ 
ter  I  am  willing  to  resolve  in  favor  of 
giving  the  Senate  an  opportunity  now  to 
vote  upon  the  question  of  recognizing 
Spain  as  one  of  the  community  of  na¬ 
tions  with  whose  future  cooperation  our 
welfare  may  be  most  vitally  concerned. 
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Without  going  into  the  economic  ques¬ 
tions  which  have  been  presented,  I  dis¬ 
cussed  this  matter  at  some  length  with 
both  Mr.  Hoffman  and  his  assistant,  Mr. 
Foster,  so  that  I  am  at  least  somewhat 
familiar  with  the  arguments  which  they 
have  presented  as  to  why  they  did  not 
desire  this  amendment  to  be  considered 
or  approved.  They  were  not,  however, 
arguments  which  seemed  to  me  to  be  at 
all  persuasive  in  the  light  of  the  other 
considerations  which  are  so  potent. 
The  suggestion  Mr.  Hoffman  made  that 
it  would  require  8  months  to  consider 
this  program  seemed  to  me  to  be  fan¬ 
tastic  in  the  light  of  conditions  which  I 
myself  observed  in  Spain  last  fall  when 
I  was  privileged  to  visit  that  country.  I 
was  happy  to  do  so  on  the  return  from 
the  meeting  of  the  Interparliamentary 
Union  in  Rome,  as  it  seemed  to  me  that 
not  only  the  geographic  and  historic 
position  of  Spain  but  the  immediate 
problem  with  which  we  are  faced  argued 
most  persuasively  and  insistently  that 
there  should  be  a  readjustment  of  our 
relations.  My  convictions  in  this  regard 
were  reinforced  by  the  attitude  of  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  discussed  the 
matter  when  we  were  considering  the 
question  of  whether  there  should  be 
recognition. 

That  question  was  discussed  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  a  month  or  two  ago, 
and  so  far  as  I  recall,  not  one  voice  was 
raised  to  question  the  wisdom  and  desir¬ 
ability  of  normalizing  our  relations  with 
Spain.  That  certainly  was  reassuring 
to  those  of  us  who  had  for  a  long  time 
felt  that  something  of  this  sort  should 
have  been  done.  While  I  was  in  Spain,  I 
discussed  the  matter  with  our  own  repre¬ 
sentatives  there  and  found  the  over¬ 
whelming  opinion  of  those  concerned 
with  our  diplomatic  relations  that  our 
policy  had  been  a  profound  mistake; 
that,  however  well-intentioned  it  may 
have  been,  it  had  not  worked  out  as  had 
been  anticipated  or  desired,  and  that  it 
was  then  anticipated — and  I  speak  now 
as  of  last  September — that  relations 
would  shortly  be  normalized. 

There  was  a  curious  thing.  We  were 
told  all  through  the  fall  and  all  through 
the  winter  that,  while  we  would  not  pro¬ 
pose  the  restoration  of  normal  relations 
in  the  United  Nations,  we  would  support 
it  if  it  were  proposed,  and  we  were  told 
upon  this  floor  and  in  this  country,  up 
to  within  1  week  of  the  time  the  final 
vote  came,  that  that  was  the  position  of 
the  State  Department  and  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  will  not  say  that  was  done 
deliberately  to  throw  dust  in  our  eyes 
and  to  dissipate  otherwise  the  profound 
considerations  that  might  have  been 
urged,  the  profound  disturbance  that 
was  felt  upon  both  sides  of  this  Chamber 
over  the  situation,  but  I  will  say  it  was 
curiously  coincidental.  So  we  went 
along  through  the  fall  and  winter  under 
the  assurance  that  all  was  going  to  be 
well  and  that  the  United  Nations  in  due 
course  of  events  would  consider  the 
matter,  and  that  the  United  States, 
through  its  authorized  representatives 
would  support  the  restoration  of  normal 
relations. 

Suddenly,  3  days  before  the  matter 
was  to  come  to  an  issue,  we  found  the 
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position  of  this  country  had  been 
changed,  and  there  were  various  stories 
told  as  to  why.  We  were  told  in  the 
press  by  presumably  authoritative  com¬ 
mentators,  who  have  apparently  a  much 
better  conduit  of  information  in  the 
State  Department  than  do  most  of  the 
Members  of  this  body,  that  while  the 
State  Department  favored  the  restora¬ 
tion,  while  the  State  Department  had 
sent  instructions  to  our  representatives 
at  Lake  Success  that  they  were  to  vote 
for  the  normalization  of  relations,  the 
five  representatives  we  had  at  Lake  Suc¬ 
cess,  by  a  majority  of  3  to  2,  had  voted 
we  should  not  do  so,  and  the  State  De¬ 
partment  felt  obliged  to  defer  to  their 
position.  The  result  was  that  by  a 
scant  margin  of  a  vote  or  two  they  re¬ 
fused  to  support  that  resolution.  The 
opposition  of  15  nations  out  of  50, 1  think 
it  was,  was  sufficient  to  block  that  action, 
and  the  United  States  contributed  to 
that  end  by  its  own  action  in  abstaining. 

What  was  the  result?  The  fantastic 
disregard  of  both  economic  and  military 
considerations,  which  are  obvious  to  the 
most  uninformed,  continues  to  be  the 
policy  of  this  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Maine  agree  with  me  that  outside 
the  considerations  which  the  Senator 
has  mentioned,  there  should  also  be  men¬ 
tioned  another  consideration,  a  political 
consideration  as  against  communism? 
Should  not  that  be  also  considered? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  _  If  that  were  not 
implicit  in  my  remarks  on  the  economic 
and  military  situation,  I  assume  that  the 
entire  military  picture  of  the  world,  if 
we  are  to  believe  all  we  have  been  told 
in  the  past  few  years,  is  concerned  with 
communism  and  whether  it  proposes 
militantly  to  attack  democratic  nations. 
The  $15,000,000,000  we  are  voting  for 
our  own  defense,  the  $5,000,000,000  we 
voted  last  year  for  Europe,  the  $4,000,- 
000,000  this  year,  was  all  voted  with  one 
design — to  contain  communism.  If  there 
is  danger  that  communism  is  going  to 
burst  its  bounds  and  strike  by  mili¬ 
tary  action,  then  I  do  not  believe  any 
competent  military  critic  will  question 
the  advisability  of  having  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  Spain.  I  do  not  include  myself 
in  the  category  of  a  military  expert,  but 
I  have  never  heard  any  competent  mili¬ 
tary  person  who  has  not  said  that  Spain 
might  well  be  the  most  vital  spot,  so  far 
as  Europe  is  concerned. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  From  a  military  stand¬ 
point,  I  believe  the  observations  of  the 
Senator  from  Maine  are  correct,  but  con¬ 
sidering  it  purely  from  a  political  stand¬ 
point,  irrespective  of  merit  and  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  the  sound  technical  considera¬ 
tions  of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  does  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  please  those  who 
would  agree  with  us  politically,  or  does 
it  please  those  with  the  communistic 
state  of  mind? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  recall  our  dear 
old  friend  whom  we  used  to  call  Cotton 
Ed  Smith,  who  said,  “If  you  have  got  to 
make  a  mistake,  make  it  on  my  side.”  I 
think  if  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  the 
decision  of  the  Chair,  we  had  better 


resolve  it  in  favor  of  those  who  started 
the  war  on  communism,  who  have  kept 
it  up,  and  whose  fidelity  to  their  oppo¬ 
sition  to  communism  I  do  not  think  any¬ 
one  has  ever  challenged.  So  we  might 
as  well  resolve  our  doubts  in  favor  of 
those  on  whom  we  can  depend,  rather 
than  on  the  subtle  and  insidious  voices 
who  tell  us  we  should  not  do  this  be¬ 
cause  there  is  opposition  in  some  sections 
of  Europe. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  With  the  Senator’s 
permission,  if  that  be  correct,  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  sound  policy  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  should  we  adhere  to  that  fine¬ 
spun  policy  by  fighting  communism,  or 
should  we  adhere  strictly  to  a  technical¬ 
ity  of  a  rule  of  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate?  Which  is  best  for  the  United  States 
Government? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  shall  continue  to 
insist  that  since  there  are  distinguished 
advocates,  very  competent  advocates,  on 
each  side  of  the  interpretation  of  the  rule, 
I  freely  give  my  support  to  those  who 
seem  to  me  to  be  supporting  the  most 
vital  interests  of  this  Nation,  and  this 
seems  to  be  the  only  way  at  this  time 
that  the  Senate  can  register  what  I 
had  formerly  thought  was  in  some  re¬ 
spects  its  almost  unanimous  opinion  that 
we  should  normalize  our  relations  with 
Spain,  that  we  should  no  longer  treat 
Spain  as  an  outlaw  among  nations,  when 
it  is  the  only  nation  in  the  world  which 
is  carrying  on,  and  has  carried  on  longer 
and  better  than  any  other,  the  war 
against  communism,  unless  we  except 
China,  which  sems  to  be  in  the  “dog¬ 
house”  of  our  State  Department. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
good  Senator  from  Maine  yield  to  me 
once  more?  I  beg  his  indulgence. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  make 
plain  the  record  in  the  United  States 
Senate  as  to  where  we  stand,  whether 
we  mean  the  things  we  talk  about  and 
brag  about,  or  whether  we  do  not.  I  am 
convinced  in  my  own  mind  that  the 
United  States  Government  and  the  people 
of  the  United  States  are  the  most  chari¬ 
table  in  the  world.  But  suppose  that  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  ECA,  which 
are  to  bring  about  economic  improvement 
and  recovery  to  Europe,  it  develops  that 
we  may  not  like  the  head  of  a  particular 
government,  should  we,  being  charitable, 
in  carrying  out  the  noble  purposes  of 
ECA,  consider  the  people  of  the  country 
involved?  Should  the  hungry  people  of 
Spain,  the  babies  who  are  starving,  be 
considered  as  to  whether  they  should  be 
eligible  for  our  charitable  benefits? 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  In  my  judgment, 
the  support  of  this  amendment  could  be 
entirely  justified  upon  the  ground  of  the 
historic  interest  of  America  in  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  those  suffering  people  and  in  the 
difficulties  with  which  they  are  faced, 
but  it  seems  to  me  we  can  make  what 
is  an  even  more  powerful  argument  to 
the  American  people  in  their  own  vital 
interest. 

On  this  score  I  should  like  to  speak  a 
moment  on  the  aspects  of  the  situation, 
which  are  partly  economic  and  partly 
military  and  which  are  the  aspects  I  pre¬ 
sented  in  my  discussions  with  Mr.  Hoff¬ 


man  and  Mr.  Foster.  I  think  I  can  say 
that  they  were  in  concurrence  with  the 
ideas  which  I  expressed,  although  they 
still  insisted  that  this  was  not  the  time 
to  have  them  considered.  They  asked 
what  they  could  do  with  the  $50,000,000. 
I  told  them  that,  in  my  judgment,  it  was 
self-evident  to  anyone  who  had  traveled 
through  Spain  that  rehabilitation  of  its 
aviation  facilities,  so  far  as  landing  facil¬ 
ities  and  all-weather  operations  were 
concerned,  was  of  vital  concern  both  to 
our  commercial  air  operations  in  time 
of  peace  and  to  our  military  operations 
when,  as,  and  if  there  should  ever  be 
necessity — and  God  forbid  that  it  should 
ever  occur. 

But  what  did  I  find  there?  It  was 
pointed  out  to  me  in  Madrid  that  the 
British  were  proceeding  to  unload  upon 
the  Spanish  their  outmoded  aviation 
equipment,  both  upon  the  fields  and  in 
the  air,  meanwhile  insisting  to  us  that 
we  must  have  no  relations  with  Spain. 
Last  year  England  and  France  did  $500,- 
000,000  worth  of  business  with  Spain, 
while  we  were  not  supposed  to  do  any 
business.  This  year  England  has  signed 
a  $300,000,000  trade  agreement  with 
Spain,  while  we  are  forbidden  to  do  any 
business  whatever  with  Spain. 

I  was  interested  to  read  Mr.  Churchill’s 
statement  a  few  days  ago,  in  which  he 
said  that  900,000,000  pounds,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  somewhat  in  excess  of  $3,000,- 
000,000,  had  already  been  used  as  ad¬ 
vances  in  credits  to  other  areas.  How 
much  was  involved  in  the  Spanish  af¬ 
fair  I  do  not  know,  but  I  assume  that 
credit  was  one  of  those  involved.  Mean¬ 
while  we  are  told  that  Spain  is  not  a  good 
debtor  and  we  should  not  have  anything 
to  do  with  her.  Spain  was  very  anxious, 
as  represented  to  our  Civil  Aviation  Au¬ 
thority  and  to  our  diplomatic  representa¬ 
tives,  to  acquire  American  aviation 
equipment  for  air  fields  and  for  planes. 

I  am  happy  to  see  the  chairman  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  present.  I 
know  he  shares  a  knowledge  as  the  result 
of  his  extended  experience  in  war  and  in 
this  Chamber  as  to  the  complete  interre¬ 
lation  of  operations  by  air  in  war  or 
peace.  In  other  words  the  entire  de¬ 
fense  program  of  the  United  States  in 
the  air  is  now  keyed  to  an  integrated 
commercial  operation  in  peace  and  mili¬ 
tary  operation  in  war.  Every  airport  in 
the  United  States,  every  one  in  our  pos¬ 
sessions,  every  one  in  which  we  have  an 
interest  or  influence,  is  now  being  car¬ 
ried  in  a  great  program,  through  which 
our  aviators  in  time  of  peace  can  operate 
safely  and  securely  by  night  and  day,  in 
storm  and  fair  weather,  and  in  time  of 
war  those  facilities  would  instantly  be 
available  for  the  military  operations 
which  are  keyed  to  them. 

Mr.  President,  the  same  operation 
should  be  carried  out  in  Spain  at  this 
time,  with  proper  cooperation,  in  which 
they  are  most  earnestly  interested,  be¬ 
cause  more  and  more  the  entire  air  pic¬ 
ture  of  the  globe  is  being  keyed  to  Amer¬ 
ican  materiel  and  equipment.  Yet,  dis¬ 
regarding  every  consideration,  England 
has  been  using  Spain  as  a  dumping 
ground  for  her  outmoded  equipment, 
while  we  are  being  denied  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  by  Spain 
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of  the  things  which  are  most  desirable  to 
them  in  peace,  which  are  most  desirable 
to  us  in  peace,  as  we  see  S£>ain  astride 
the  route  which  our  commercial  airliners 
follow  into  the  Orient  and  into  the 
Mediterranean. 

In  time  of  war,  if  the  opinions  of  our 
military  critics  &re  to  be  considered, 
the  Pyrenees  might  be  the  only  line  of 
defepse  which  we  could  hold  on  the  Euro¬ 
pean  Continent,  so  it  is  presumed  that 
American  facilities  and  equipment  now 
desired  by  the  Spaniards  might  be  most 
vital  and  effective  in  preserving  the  lives 
of  thousands  of  American  boys,  and  if 
trouble  came,  making  it  possible  to  bring 
it  to  an  end. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  some  of  the 
reasons  why  I  feel  that  relations  with 
Spain  should  be  normalized  without  de¬ 
lay,  and  why  I  earnestly  hope  that  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  be  recognized  as 
appropriate  for  consideration,  and  that 
it  may  be  adopted  by  the  Senate  and  Con¬ 
gress,  and  approved,  as  I  feel  confident 
that  it  could  be  carried  out  with  the 
utmost  regard  for  the  interest  and  the 
economy  of  Europe,  and  for  the  very  vital 
interest  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
for  whose  future  peace  and  security  we 
here  are  primarily  responsible. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  ciuorum. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  request  for  a 
moment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  withhold  the  request 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  first 
I  wish  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  may  hold  an 
executive  session  this  afternoon  while  the 
Senate  is  in  session. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  intended  to  propound  to  the  presid¬ 
ing  officer  two  or  three  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiries,  and  since  I  may  not  be  on  the 
floor  at  a  more  favorable  time  to  pro¬ 
pound  them,  in  view  of  having  to  attend 
this  committee  meeting,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Presiding  Officer  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  question,  whether,  if  there  is  still 
legislation  in  the  pending  bill,  a  point  of 
order  against  the  bill  would  lie  at  this 
time,  or  immediately  after  the  appeal  is 
disposed  of,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill 
does  contain  legislation,  similar  to  the 
point  of  order  I  made  to  the  bill  a  few 
days  ago. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair, 
as  he  has  heretofore  indicated,  hestitates 
to  pass  on  a  point  of  order  until  it  is 
raised.  The  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  struck  out  all  the  legislative  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  House  text,  by  reason  of 
which  it  withdrew  the  peg  upon  which 
a  hat  could  be  hung,  to  use  a  common, 
ordinary  expression,  justifying  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  Senate  committee  bill.  In 
other  words,  the  committee  having 
stricken  out  all  the  legislative  provisions 
of  the  House  text,  it  would  be  in  no  posi¬ 
tion  to  offer  legislation  based  upon  the 
fact  that  the  House  text  contained  leg¬ 
islation. 


Yesterday  one  or  two  legislative  provi¬ 
sions  which  were  stricken  out  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  restored,  and  are  now  in  the 
bill.  The  Chair  has  not  examined  those 
provisions  with  sufficient  care  to  enable 
him  to  indicate  whether  they  are  of  such 
a  legislative  character  as  would  justify 
a  point  of  order  against  the  whole  bill. 
For  that  reason  the  Chair  hestitates  to 
indicate  what  his  ruling  would  be,  in  ad¬ 
vance,  if  a  point  of  order  were  made,  be¬ 
cause  he  would  have  to  examine  the  char¬ 
acter  of  the  legislative  provisions. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  Chair’s  ruling,  and  in  view 
of  the  action  of  the  Senate  in  sustaining 
the  Chair  in  his  ruling  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  offered  yesterday  was  legis¬ 
lation  and  not  a  limitation,  and  in  view 
of  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  this  morning  on 
the  pending  amendment,  and  the  appeal 
which  is  now  pending,  and  in  view  of  the 
two  other  legislative  provisions  in  the 
bill,  which  I  assume  definitely  are  legis¬ 
lation,  certainly,  if  the  other  two  were 
legislation,  and  in  view  6f  the  fact  that 
there  is  still  legislation  in  the  bill  in  the 
nature  of  Senate  committee  amendments, 
if  any  part  of  the  House  legislative  provi¬ 
sions  have  been  restored,  as  they  have 
been,  as  I  understand,  then  it  would  be 
in  order  to  make  a  point  of  order  against 
the  bill.  If  the  Chair  found  that  legisla¬ 
tion  had  been  restored  in  the  House  text, 
and  that  the  Senate  committee  had  un¬ 
dertaken  to  amend  it  further  by  legisla¬ 
tive  provisions,  then  a  point  of  order 
would  lie  against  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  point  of 
order  cannot  be  made  against  the  bill  as 
reported  to  the  Senate  on  the  ground 
that  there  are  legislative  provisions  in  the 
bill.  There  is  nothing  the  Senate  can  do 
about  that  except  offer  to  strike  them  out, 
as  the  committee  did  when  it  reported  the 
bill  back,  or  to  offer  amendments  which 
are  relevant  to  the  legislative  provisions 
of  the  House  text.  The  Chair  has  no  way 
of  knowing  in  advance  what  amendment 
may  be  offered  from  the  floor,  either  on 
the  part  of  the  committee,  or  by  an  indi¬ 
vidual  Senator.  But  of  course  the  rule 
which  the  Chair  undertook  to  interpret  of 
a  few  days  ago — from  which  ruling  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  took  an  appeal — 
covered  four  or  five  legislative  provisions 
in  the  bill,  not  as  it  came  from  the  House, 
but  as  the  Senate  committee  reported  it, 
which  made  the  whole  bill  subject  to  the 
point  of  order  which  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  made,  and  therefore  the  bill 
automatically  went  back  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  that  point  of  order. 

If  the  same  situation  should  exist, 
either  because  of  amendments  brought 
in  by  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
as  a  part  of  the  bill,  or  because  of  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  amending  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  House  text  so  as  to  create 
new  legislation  on  the  part  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Chair  thinks  that  the  rule 
would  still  be  applicable. 

The  Chair  does  not  wish  to  forego  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion  in  the  future  by 
passing  on  these  matters  before  they 
come  up. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  intended  to  raise  this  question  at  a 
more  propitious  time  in  the  progress  of 
the  bill,  but  since  I  shall  have  to  be  in  a 


committee  meeting  this  afternoon,  I  de¬ 
sired  to  clarify  the  situation  at  this  time 
if  possible. 

My  point  of  order  sent  the  bill  back  to 
the  committee  a  few  days  ago,  after  the 
Senate  had  sustained  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  that  the  amendment  I  was  spon¬ 
soring  was  legislation  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Then  I  made  a  point  of  order 
against  the  whole  bill,  not  out  of  any 
spirit  of  resentment  at  the  action  which 
had  been  taken,  but  for  two  reasons, 
primarily,  first,  in  the  hope  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  might  be  so  written  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  on  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  that  they  would 
meet  the  test  under  the  rule,  and  in  that 
way,  and  by  that  process,  we  would  be 
able  to  get  a  direct  vote,  and  a  determi¬ 
nation  and  a  decision  of  the  Senate  by 
majority  vote. 

Although  the  committee  has  failed  so 
far  to  meet  the  objections  of  the  rule 
as  interpreted  by  the  Chair  and  a  major¬ 
ity  of  the  Senate,  so  that  we  can  get  votes 
on  the  amendments,  and  have  them  de¬ 
cided  by  majority  votes,  I  think  return¬ 
ing  the  bill  to  the  committee  and  the 
work  the  committee  had  done  on  it,  have 
pointed  up  the  fact  that  any  bill  which 
comes  out  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations  now  with  legislation  writ¬ 
ten  into  it  by  the  committee,  or  contain¬ 
ing  what  we  have  in  the  past  generally 
regarded,  and  what  many  of  us  still  re¬ 
gard,  as  limitations,  will  be  subject  to  a 
point  of  order  against  the  bill  itself. 
If  such  points  of  order  are  made  as  the 
bills  come  before  the  Senate  it  will  sim¬ 
ply  mean  that  the  bills  must  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  be  stripped  of  all  such  provi¬ 
sions  and  come  back  without  them. 

Assuming  the  Chair  were  to  rule  with 
me  if  I  made  the  point  of  order  on  the 
bill  again  at  this  time,  I  could  not  accom¬ 
plish  anything  other  than  to  have  the 
bill  recommitted  and  in  committee  have 
the  very  provisions  stricken  out  which 
are  being  stricken  out  by  the  points  of 
order  made  on  the  floor.  Since  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  oppose  any  amend¬ 
ments  to  it,  Mr.  President,  they  will 
achieve  their  purpose  by  the  process  of 
eliminating  each  amendment  that  is  at 
all  legislative  in  character,  or  carries 
limitations,  as  many  of  us  thought,  and 
therefore  the  amendments  will  all  stand 
on  an  equal  basis  in  the  further  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Senate — that  is,  they  will 
have  to  be  presented  and  a  two-thirds 
vote  for  suspension  of  the  rules  will  have 
to  be  employed  before  any  legislative 
amendment  can  be  considered. 

Now,  if  there  were  any  prospect  of  any 
real  good  being  accomplished  by  sending 
the  bill  back  to  committee,  I  would  make 
the  point  of  order,  Mr.  President,  but  we 
are  going  to  achieve  the  same  results  on 
the  floor  by  the  points  of  order  which  will 
be  raised,  as  I  anticipate,  if  the  Chair’s 
ruling  is  sustained  by  a  majority  of  the 
Senate.  Therefore,  we  will  have  a  bill 
without  any  amendments  in  it  that  can 
at  all  be  questioned  as  legislation,  except 
as  we  adopt  the  House  legislative  provi¬ 
sions.  We  would  thereby  deny  to  the 
Senate  the  right  to  legislate  by  a  majority 
vote  on  the  same  bill  on  which  the  House 
has  legislated  by  a  majority  vote.  We 
will  be  placed  in  that  situation. 
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I  could  make  a  point  of  order  against 
one  of  the  earlier  amendments  in  order 
that  all  other  amendments  which  fol¬ 
low  might  be  given  the  same  considera¬ 
tion,  and  that  certain  amendments  will 
not  be  subject  to  the  individual  whim, 
possibly,  of  one  Member  of  the  Senate. 
But  I  could  not  accomplish  any  more  by 
making  a  point  of  order  again  and  re¬ 
committing  the  bill  than  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  present  procedure,  which 
would  strip  the  bill  of  legislative  amend¬ 
ments.  I  could  accomplish  no  more  than 
is  being  done  now  under  the  process  now 
being  followed.  But,  Mr.  President,  if 
the  rules  are  to  remain  as  they  are  now, 
I  feel  it  would  be  incumbent  upon  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate 
to  insert  no  amendment  that  contains 
the  least  intimation  of  legislation,  and  if 
any  such  amendment  were  to  appear  in  a 
bill,  I  feel  that  a  point  of  order  should 
be  made  against  it  and  let  the  bill  go 
back  to  committee,  and  that  every 
amendment  that  contains  legislation 
should  be  subject  to  the  two-thirds  vote 
to  suspend  the  rule. 

If  we  operate  in  that  manner  for  a 
while,  maybe  there  will  develop  some 
wisdom  with  reference  to  the  rule,  and 
a  proper  change  will  be  made  in  the  rule 
so  that  this  body  can  function  com¬ 
parably  with  the  other  legislative  body. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  correct 
as  it  relates  to  writing  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill.  But  if  we  would 
stick  to  our  job  and  cut  down  the  appro¬ 
priations,  possibly  we  could  make  some 
Senators,  at  least,  understand  what  we 
are  endeavoring  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  want  to  say  one 
more  word  about  this  particular  bill.  In 
view  of  the  action  that  has  been  taken 
on  the  bill,  it  having  been  stripped,  and 
we  having  made  it  impossible  to  place 
adequate  provisions  in  it  which  I  think 
necessary  to  protect  the  American  peo¬ 
ple,  I  say  frankly  that  I  cannot  and  will 
not  support  the  bill  In  its  present  form. 
I  have  been  perfectly  willing  to  go  along 
and  try  to  give  aid  and  assistance  to 
other  peoples,  and  I  am  even  willing  to 
subordinate  my  own  individual  judgment 
in  many  instances  to  the  policies  of  the 
Government  in  trying  to  serve  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  world.  That  is  what  we 
hope  we  are  doing  in  this  program.  But 
I  will  say  frankly  that  I  am  no  longer 
willing  simply  to  write  blank  checks  and 
turn  them  over  to  the  ECA.  After  we 
have  written  conditions  into  the  law 
which  require  compliahce,  at  least  they 
should  go  half  way  and  meet  the  pro¬ 
gram.  So  long  as  those  conditions  are 
not  being  enforced  and  we  cannot  place 
in  the  bill  protective  provisions  by  leg¬ 
islative  process,  then  I  shall  not  be  a 
party  to  squandering  this  money  and 
throwing  it  away  without  in  some  man¬ 
ner  looking  after  the  interest  and  pro¬ 
tecting  the  taxpayers  of  this  Nation 
against  pouring  money  out  without  any 
control  over  it,  without  any  expression 
from  the  Congress  as  to  how  it  shall  be 
spent,  but  delegating  that  to  one  Admin¬ 
istrator,  to  use  his  discretion,  without 


any  opportunity  on  our  part  to  place 
controls  over  it. 

I  have  intended  to  go  along  with  the 
appropriation  bill  for  whatever  amount 
was  finally  decided.  I  favor  being  as 
economical  as  possible,  and  cutting  the 
amount  3own  to  as  low  a  figure  as  we 
can,  and  still  carry  on  the  program.  I 
still  feel  that  way  about  it.  But  even 
with  the  amount  reduced  as  we  were  able 
to  reduce  it  in  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  as  it  has  been  accepted  here,  I 
cannot  vote  to  spend  that  huge  sum  of 
money  in  the  manner  it  will  be  spent 
under  this  bill  in  the  form  the  bill  is 
now  before  the  Senate  and  in  the  form 
it  will  be  when  the  other  amendments, 
which  are  objectionable  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  rule,  as  the  precedent  has 
been  established.  I  cannot  vote  for  the 
bill  with  those  provisions  out  of  it.  If 
proper  safeguards  were  provided,  I  would 
feel  differently  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  wanted  to  make  that 
statement.  I  want  to  clarify  my  posi¬ 
tion.  But  I  would  still  make  a  point 
of  order  against  the  bill  if  there  were  any 
hope  of  having  written  into  it  amend¬ 
ments  which  would  protect  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  as  I  believe  they  should  be 
protected  in  the  bill.  If  it  were  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  it  in  order  to  make  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  are  being  proposed  stand 
on  an  equal  basis,  I  would  make  such  a 
point  of  order.  Since  they  are  all  being 
objected  to,  I  assume  a  point  of  order 
will  be  sustained  as  to  the  others,  cer¬ 
tainly  since  it  has  been  sustained  to 
the  other  two.  It  has  never  been  my 
purpose,  Mr.  President,  to  delay  action 
or  to  obstruct  except  for  a  valid  pur¬ 
pose  as  I  see  it.  We  are  behind  sched¬ 
ule.  I  think  nothing  could  be  gained, 
and  for  that  reason  I  shall  not  m£ke 
the  point  of  order  against  the  bill.  But 
I  believe  that  in  the  future  we  are  going 
to  be  haunted  with  this  situation  with 
appropriation  bills  coming  here  and 
there  are  going  to  be  some  points  of  or¬ 
der  made  against  them  and  they  will 
be  sent  back  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Morse 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Holland 

Myers 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Neely  * 

Butler 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Jenner 

Reed 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Salto  nstall 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Stennis 

Downey 

Knowland 

Taft 

Dulles 

Langer 

Taylor 

Eastland 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ecton 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thye 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Frear 

McClellan 

Vandenberg 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McGrath 

Wherry 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Wiley 

Graham 

McMahon 

Williams 

Green 

Magnuson 

Young 

Gurney 

Malone 

Hayden 

Martin 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  is.  Shall  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  I  should  like  to  present  an  ar¬ 
ticle  from  the  Washington  Times-Herald 
of  this  morning  and  ask  for  its  insertion 
in  the  Record.  The  headline  of  the  ar¬ 
ticle  is:  “Farm  funds  rider  barred  from 
aid  bill.” 

I  wish  to  read  one  paragraph  from 
the  article: 

Hoffman,  who  spent  the  afternoon  at  the 
Capitol  trying  to  persuade  Senators  to  op¬ 
pose  the  plan — 

Meaning  the  McClellan  amendment — 
had  charged  it  would  put  the  recovery  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  strait-jacket. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  entire  ar¬ 
ticle  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Farm  Funds  Rider  Barred  From  Aid  Bill- 

Senators  Support  Barkley  Ruling,  52-32 

Vice  President  Barkley  yesterday  ruled  out 
of  order  an  amendment  freezing  $1,350,000,- 
000  in  Marshall-plan  funds  for  purchases  of 
American  surplus  farm  products. 

His  ruling,  a  smashing  victory  for  adminis¬ 
tration  forces,  was  promptly  upheld  by  the 
Senate,  52-32,  on  a  test  vote  forced  by  Chair¬ 
man  McKellar,  of  Tennessee,  whose  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  tacked  the  rider  onto 
the  bill. 

The  rider  would  have  compelled  foreign- 
aid  chief  Hoffman  to  use  $1,350,000,000  of  his 
Marshall  European  recovery  plan  funds  to 
buy  United  States  farm  goods,  or  turn  the 
funds  back  to  the  Treasury. 

HOFFMAN  ACTIVE  IN  FIGHT 

Hoffman,  who  spent  the  afternoon  at  the 
Capitol  trying  to  persuade  Senators  to  oppose 
the  plan,  had  charged  it  would  put  the  re¬ 
covery  program  in  a  strait-jacket. 

Barkley  held  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  had  violated  the  Senate  rules  by 
trying  to  make  a  fundamental  change  in  the 
Marshall  plan  via  the  money-bill  rider. 

A  dispute  over  the  same  subject  last  week 
touched  off  a  confused  parliamentary  row 
which  resulted  in  sending  the  entire  bill  back 
to  McKellar’s  committee  for  redrafting. 

But  the  committee  returned  it  to  the  floor 
with  the  rider,  sponsored  by  Senator  Mc¬ 
Clellan,  Democrat,  of  Arkansas,  still  in  it. 

CHALLENGED  BY  LUCAS 

Barkley  acted  on  a  challenge  by  Senate 
Democratic  leader  Lucas,  of  Illinois,  who  con¬ 
tended  that  “the  integrity  of  the  Senate’s 
rules”  was  at  stake  and  charged  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  with  exceeding  its  au¬ 
thority. 

In  the  face  of  Barkley’s  ruling,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  cannot  even  consider  the  farm  rider  un¬ 
less  a  two-thirds  majority  votes  to  suspend 
the  rules.  That  appeared  a  highly  unlikely 
possibility. 

A  similar  flight  is  expected,  perhaps  today, 
when  the  Senate  takes  up  another  commit¬ 
tee  rider  which  would  set  aside  $50,000,000 
for  aid  to  Spain,  a  nation  not  included  in 
the  Marshall  plan. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  read  into  the  Record  section  1913 
of  the  United  States  Code,  dealing  with 
congressional  service.  I  ask  Senators  to 
listen  to  this: 

Sec.  1913.  Lobbying  with  appropriated 
moneys:  No  part  of  the  money  appropriated 
by  any  enactment  of  Congress  shall,  in  the 
absence  of  express  authorization  by  Congress, 
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be  used  directly  or  indirectly  to  pay  for  any 
personal  service;  advertisement,  telegram, 
telephone,  letter,  printed  or  written  matter, 
or  other  device,  intended  or  designed  to  influ¬ 
ence  in  any  manner  a  Member  of  Congress,  to 
favor  or  oppose,  by  vote  or  otherwise,  any  leg¬ 
islation  or  appropriation  by  Congress,  wheth¬ 
er  before  or  after  the  introduction  of  any  bill 
or  resolution  proposing  such  legislation  or 
appropriation;  but  this  shall  not  prevent  offi¬ 
cers  or  employees  of  the  United  States  or 
of  its  departments  or  agencies  from  com¬ 
municating  to  Members  of  Congress  on  the 
request  of  any  Member  or  to  Congress, 
through  the  proper  official  channels,  requests 
for  legislation  or  appropriations  which  they 
deem  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  public  business.  • 

This  statute  applies  to  every  officer  of 
the  Government.  Unless  he  is  requested 
by  a  Member  of  Congress  to  talk  about 
legislation,  or  concerning  appropriations, 
he  is  forbidden  to  do  so. 

I  continue  to  read,  and  I  emphasize 
this  paragraph; 

Whoever,  being  an  officer  or  employee  of 
the  United  States  or  of  any  department  or 
agency  thereof,  violates  or  attempts  to  vio¬ 
late  this  section,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$500  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  1  year, 
or  both;  and  after  notice  and  hearing  by  the 
superior  officer  vested  with  the  power  of  re¬ 
moving  him,  shall  be  removed  from  office  or 
employment  (18  U.  S.  C.  1913,  p.  2319,  United 
States  Code  Congressional  Service). 

I  ask  Senators  to  look  at  the  volumi¬ 
nous  record.  They  will  find  that  Mr. 
Hoffman  was  asked  by  the  committee  to 
appear  before  it,  and  he  appeared  and 
testified  in  extenso  as  to  all  the  facts. 

Mr.  President,  I  wonder  which  Sena¬ 
tor,  if  any,  has  requested  Mr.  Hoffman  to 
come  here  today,  or  requested  him  to 
come  here  yesterday.  I  am  informed 
that  there  is  talk  of  lobbying  with  Sen¬ 
ators.  Will  any  Senator  who  requested 
Mr.  Hoffman  to  come  here  and  talk  to 
us  rise  now?  I  see  no  Senator  rise,  yet 
I  am  informed  on  the  highest  author¬ 
ity — I  have  not  seen  Mr.  Hoffman  here 
myself — that  he  was  here  all  day  yester¬ 
day  and  that  he. is  here  now. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  address  myself  very  briefly  to  the 
appeal  which  now  is  pending  before  the 
Senate. 

It  was  my  misfortune  to  be  out  of  the 
Chamber  when  the  Vice  President  ren¬ 
dered  his  decision  earlier  today.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  he  sustained  the  point  of 
order  directed  against  the  provisions  of 
the  amendment  in  lines  15  and  16  on 
page  4  of  the  bill,  that — 

Fifty  million  dollars  shall  not  be  available 
for  any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to 
Spain. 

I  think  the  appeal  should  not  be 
decided  at  all  on  the  basis  of  whether 
we  favor  assistance  to  Spain.  As  I  see 
it,  the  latter  question  is  one  purely  upon 
the  merits,  which  will  come  up  later  if 
this  particular  amendment  is  allowed  to 
be  voted  on  by  the  Senate. 

As  I  see  it,  the  sole  question  is  whether 
under  rule  XVI  the  point  of  order  is 
well  taken. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  the  point 
of  order  is  not  well  taken.  I  believe 
there  are  two  grounds  on  which  the 
point  of  order  could  have  been  submit¬ 
ted,  and  doubtless  was  submitted.  The 
first  is  that  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 


mittee  shall  not  submit  to  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  amendments  containing  new  or 
general  legislation.  I  do  not  think  the 
provision  that  “$50,000,000  shall  not  be 
available  for  any  other  purpose  than 
assistance  to  Spain”  is  new  legislation. 
I  submit  that  it  is  clearly  not  new  legis¬ 
lation.  The  reason  this  provision  with 
respect  to  $50,000,000  is  not  new  legisla¬ 
tion  is  because  of  the  fact  that  a  grant 
of  funds  to  Spain  is  already  permissible 
under  existing  law.  I  refer  particularly 
to  the  contents  of  section  102  (b)  and 
section  103  (a)  of  Public  Law  472,  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1948. 

Section  102  (b)  provides,  among  other 
things,  that — 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  effectuate 
the  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section — 

That  is  to  say,  section  102  (a)  — 
by  furnishing  material  and  financial  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  participating  countries — 

And  so  forth.  Section  103  (a)  pro¬ 
vides,  among  other  things,  that — 

As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “participat¬ 
ing  country”  means — 

One  of  two  things,  Mr.  President — 

( 1 )  Any  country,  together  with  dependent 
areas  under  its  administration,  which  signed 
the  report  of  the  Committee  of  European 
Economic  Cooperation  at  Paris  on  September 
22,  1947— 

I  pause  at  this  point  to  state  that  I  as¬ 
sume,  of  course,  that  it  is  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge,  of  which  all  of  us 
can  take  legislative  notice,  that  Spain 
did  not  sign  the  report  of  the  Committee 
of  European  Economic  Cooperation  at 
Paris  on  September  22,  1947,  and  conse¬ 
quently  Spain  would  not  come  under  the 
designation  of  “participating  country” 
within  the  class  just  described. 

But  section  103  (a)  does  not  stop  after 
listing  that  first  category  of  countries 
which  are  included  within  the  term  “par¬ 
ticipating  country.”  On  the  contrary,  it 
provides  that — 

(2)  Any  other  country — 

And  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  no  restriction  there  in  any  way 
whatsoever — 

(including  any  of  the  zones  of  occupation 
of  Germany,  any  areas  under  international 
administration  or  control,  and  the  Free  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Trieste  or  either  of  its  zones)  wholly 
or  partly  in  Europe,  together  with  dependent 
areas  under  its  administration; 

Before  reading  the  next  clause,  Mr. 
President,  I  pause  to  say  that,  clearly, 
Spain  is  included  within  the  description 
“any  other  country  *  *  *  wholly 

*  *  *  in  Europe,”  and  therefore 

clearly  comes  within  the  term  “partici¬ 
pating  country.” 

Section  103  (a)  proceeds,  however,  as 
follows: 

provided  such  country  adheres  to,  and  for  so 
long  as  it  remains  an  adherent  to,  a  Joint 
program  for  European  recovery  designed  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

Mr.  President,  whether  Spain  will  ad¬ 
here  to,  will  be  permitted  to  adhere  to, 
and,  if  it  does  adhere  to,  will  remain  an 
adherent  to,  such  a  joint  program  is  not, 
as  I  see  it,  material  to  this  point.  The 
fact  is  that  under  the  terms  of  section 
103  (a),  Spain  is  within  the  term  “par¬ 


ticipating  country,”  provided  she  adheres 
to  and  remains  an  adherent  to  the  joint 
program. 

So,  Mr.  President,  Spain  comes  under 
the  term  “participating  country”;  and 
the  amendment  restricting  the  use  of  the 
$50,000,000  by  the  language  that — 

Fifty  million  dollars  shall  not  be  available 
for  any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to 
Spain. 

Does  not  bring  about  new  legislation 
by  which  Spain  is  granted  privileges  not 
already  in  existence. 

In  the  first  place,  Mr.  President,  this 
appropriation  bill  does  not  in  any  sense 
seek  to  repeal  any  part  of  section  103  (a). 
So  if  Spain  adheres  to  this  program  and 
remains  an  adherent  to  it,  Spain  is  en¬ 
titled  to  receive  funds  as  a  participating 
country. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  when  the 
amendment  is  adopted,  if  it  is,  thus  pro¬ 
viding  that  “$50,000,000  shall  not  be 
available  for  any  other  purpose  than 
assistance  to  Spain,”  of  course  it  is  true 
that  before  Spain  can  actually  receive 
any  proceeds  under  that  provision  or 
under  the  bill,  she  must  first  have  been 
permitted  to  adhere  to  the  joint  program 
for  European  recovery;  and  if  she  does 
not  adhere  to  it  and  does  not  remain  an 
adherent  to  it,  of  course,  Spain  cannot 
receive  any  of  these  funds,  for  such  time 
as  she  is  not  an  adherent  to  that  joint 
program. 

The  point  I  make  is  that  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  this  appropriation  bill,  so  far  as 
I  observe,  that  in  any  sense  adds  to  the 
present  law.  This  amendment  does  not 
provide  that  in  all  events  Spain  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  assistance.  The 
amendment  simply  prohibits  the  use  of 
any  of  the  $50,000,000  for  purposes  other 
than  assistance  to  Spain,  and  if  Spain 
shall  be  permitted  to  become  an  adherent 
of  the  joint  program,  she  then  becomes 
eligible.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the 
appropriation  bill  which  ever  remotely 
undertakes  to  make  Spain  eligible  for 
relief.  So,  Mr.  President,  I  submit,  first, 
that  the  portion  of  rule  XVI  which  pro¬ 
vides,  “The  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  shall  not  report  an  appropriation 
bill  containing  amendments  proposing 
new  or  general  legislation,”  is  not  vio¬ 
lated  by  the  terms  of  the  proposed 
amendment  to  the  appropriation  bill  now 
pending. 

But,  Mr.  President,  rule  XVI  goes  fur¬ 
ther.  It  not  only  prohibits  the  report¬ 
ing  of  an  appropriation  bill  containing 
amendments  proposing  new  or  general 
legislation,  but  it  also  prohibits  the  re¬ 
porting  by  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  of  an  appropriation  bill  containing 
amendments  proposing  “any  restriction 
on  the  expenditure  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  which  proposes  a  limitation  not 
authorized  by  law  if  such  restriction  is 
to  take  effect  or  cease  to  be  effective  upon 
the  happening  of  the  contingency.” 

Let  us  examine  the  amendment  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  to  the  House  bill 
4830,  so  as  to  determine  whether  the 
amendment  is  a  restriction  which  is  to 
take  effect  or  cease  to  be  effective  upon 
the  happening  of  a  contingency.  I  take 
it  clearly,  it  is  a  restriction.  Of  course, 
it  is  a  restriction.  It  acts  as  a  restric¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  $50,000,000.  If 
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we  shall  adopt  the  amendment,  the  $50,- 
000,000  will  be  effectively  tied  up  and 
will  not  be  available  for  use  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  other  than  that  of  assistance  to 
Spain. 

I  digress  incidentally  to  say,  of  course, 
that  is  not  at  all  saying  the  $50,000,000 
can  or  will  be  used  for  assistance  to  Spain 
for,  as  I  indicated  a  few  moments  ago, 
in  order  that  Spain  may  become  eligible 
she  must  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948.  But 
I  say  the  provision  with  respect  to  the 
$50,000,000  is  of  course  a  restriction. 
Yet  it  is  not  every  restriction  which  is 
prohibited  by  the  terms  of  rule  XVT.  It 
is  only  such  a  restriction  as  is  “to  take 
effect  or  cease  to  be  effective  upon  the 
happening  of  a  contingency.”  I  submit 
that  the  amendment,  reading  as  it  does, 
very  simply  and  very  briefly,  that  the 
$50,000,000  shall  not  be  available  for  any 
other  purpose  than  assistance  to  Spain, 
is  not  one  which  is  to  take  effect  or  to 
be  effective  upon  the  happening  of  a 
contingency.  I  submit  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  read  takes  effect 
forthwith,  instanter,  upon  the  enactment 
of  the  bill,  and  it  is  not  subject  either  to 
taking  effect  or  ceasing  to  be  effective 
upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency. 
No  contingency  enters  into  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  amendment  takes  ef¬ 
fect.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  of  course 
true  that  whether  Spain  ultimately  shall 
receive  any  money  under  the  appropria¬ 
tion  does  depend  upon  a  contingency, 
namely,  the  one  to  which  I  referred  a 
few  moments  ago,  the  adherence  to  and 
the  remaining  adherent  to  a  joint  pro¬ 
gram  for  European  recovery.  But  Mr. 
President,  that  is  in  the  fundamental  act, 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
and  the  restriction  against  the  use  of  the 
$50,000,000  for  any  other  purpose  goes 
into  effect  forthwith  and  is  not  contin¬ 
gent  upon  anything. 

Mr.  President,  whether  Spain  ever  gets 
any  of  the  $50,000,000  or  not,  the  $50,- 
000,000  which  is  held  up  and  tied  up 
effectually  by  the  amendment  cannot  be 
used  at  any  time  for  any  other  purpose 
than  that  of  assistance  to  Spain.  There¬ 
fore  the  effectiveness  of  the  amendment 
is  not  contingent  upon  the  happening  of 
any  event,  or  upon  the  happening  of  any 
contingency.  The  amendment  simply 
ties  up  $50,000,000  and  puts  it  on  a  shelf. 
It  cannot  be  used  after  it  is  put  on  the 
shelf  except  for  one  particular  purpose. 
The  moment  the  bill  goes  into  effect,  the 
$50,000,000  goes  on  the  shelf  instanter. 
There  is  no  contingency  as  to  which  the 
amendment  is  in  the  slightest  restricted. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President*,  I  respect¬ 
fully  submit  first,  the  appeal  should  not 
be  decided  upon  the  basis  of  whether  we 
favor  assistance  to  Spain.  Incidentally 
I  may  say  I  do  not  think  it  should  be  de¬ 
cided  upon  the  basis  of  what  any  other 
country  in  the  world  thinks  of  our  ac¬ 
tion.  I  believe  the  rules  of  the  United 
States  Senate  are  of  such  dignity  and  im¬ 
portance  that  the  Senate  should  enforce 
them,  it  should  follow  them,  and  what¬ 
ever  any  other  country  may  think  about 
it,  to  my  mind,  is  absolutely  immaterial. 
If  there  is  a  rule  of  the  Senate  which  is 
unwise,  we  should  repeal  it;  but  so  long 
as  it  is  a  rule  of  the  Senate,  it  should  be 


followed,  provided  anyone  shall  make  a 
point  of  order  under  the  rule. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  say,  the  appeal 
should  not  be  decided  upon  the  basis 
either  of  whether  we  favor  assistance  to 
Spain  or  on  the  basis  of  what  some  other 
country  may  think  about  us  by  reason 
of  our  action  this  afternoon. 

The  second  point  I  have  made,  or  at¬ 
tempted  to  make,  is  that  the  sole  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  appeal  is  whether,  under 
rule  XVI,  the  point  of  order  is  well  taken. 
I  have  submitted  first  that  it  is  not  well 
taken,  because  the  amendment  does  not 
propose  new  legislation;  and  in  the  sec¬ 
ond  place,  that  the  amendment  does  not 
violate  either  the  provision  against  new 
legislation  or  the  provision  against  re¬ 
strictions  to  take  effect  or  cease  to  be 
effective  upon  the  happening  of  a  con¬ 
tingency,  because  the  amendment  goes 
into  effect  instantly  upon  the  passage  of 
the  bill  and  is  not  subject  to  any  restric¬ 
tion  whatever. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
Senator  I  congratulate  him  upon  his 
presentation,  and  to  say  to  him  I  am  in 
full  agreement  with  his  reasoning  and 
with  his  conclusion. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sorry 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri 
was  not  in  the  Chamber  when  I  made  the 
point  of  order  this  morning,  otherwise 
I  am  sure  he  could  have  saved  himself 
and  the  Senate  some  time.  I  made  no 
contention  in  respect  to  the  second  part 
of  rule  XVI  dealing  with  a  restriction  in¬ 
volving  a  contingency.  The  Senator  has 
made  much  ado  about  that  point.  I 
agree  with  him,  there  is  no  contingency 
involved  here  at  all.  I  made  the  point 
of  order  with  respect  to  the  first  phase 
of  rule  XVI,  which  says  that  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  shall  not  report  an 
appropriation  bill  containing  amend¬ 
ments  proposing  new  or  general 
legislation. 

I  am  merely  going  to  say  a  word  or  two 
in  reply  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Missouri.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
Senator  relies  upon  a  rather  tenuous 
proposition  in  his  argument  in  favor  of 
overruling  the  Chair — that  is  the  phrase 
“any  other  country.”  Whether  that  is 
or  is  not  the  law,  Spain  could  at  the 
proper  time  come  within  the  act,  pro¬ 
vided  certain  things  happen. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
amendment  drastically  changes  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  Congress  in  enacting  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act.  Section  102 
(a)  sets  forth  the  following  declaration: 

It  is  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States  to  encourage  these 
countries  through  their  Joint  organization — 

I  repeat,  through  their  joint  organi¬ 
zation.  The  countries  that  are  in  the 
program  at  the  present  time  have  assem¬ 
bled  and  organized  jointly  and  have  pre¬ 
sented  their  program  to  the  United  States 
of  America.  Spain  is  not  in  that  group. 
I  quote  further  from  section  102a — 


through  a  joint  organization  to  exert  sus¬ 
tained  common  efforts  to  achieve  speedily 
that  economic  cooperation  in  Europe  which 
is  essential  for  lasting  peace  and  prosperity. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  if  and 
when  the  countries  of  Europe  who  ini¬ 
tiated  this  program  decide  that  Spain 
should  come  into  the  program,  Spain 
will  be  eligible  to  participate,  and  not 
before.  The  amendment  before  us  is 
an  effort  to  drive  Spain  into  an  organiza¬ 
tion  to  which  she  has  made  no  applica¬ 
tion  for  membership  at  any  time.  Spain 
has  not  requested  a  single  dime  of  this 
$50,000,000.  It  is  my  understanding  she 
is  now  negotiating,  or  endeavoring  to 
negotiate,  a  loan  through  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Bank. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Let  me  finish  my  argu¬ 
ment,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

A  declaration  of  policy  is  also  set  out 
providing  for  the  granting  of  aid  to  those 
countries  which  participate  in  a  joint  re¬ 
covery  program  based  upon  self-help  and 
mutual  cooperation. 

Mr.  President,  the  remedy  for  Spain  is 
the  same  as  that  for  Korea.  It  is  a  sep¬ 
arate  proposition.  The  nations  of  Eu¬ 
rope  which  have  already  joined  to¬ 
gether  for  mutual  aid  and  self-help 
should  have  something  to  say  as  to 
whether  or  not  Spain  should  come  into 
the  program.  Let  it  be  understood  that 
I  am  not  speaking  against  Spain  as  a 
nation;  I  am  attempting  to  argue  a  point 
of  order  which  is  involved  here. 

If  I  may  digress  for  a  moment,  I  was 
in  Spain  last  year,  and  I  have  a  great 
deal  of  sympathy  for  the  Spanish  posi¬ 
tion.  I  am  certain  that  we  could  well 
have  closer  relations  with  that  country, 
but  that  is  not  the  issue.  I  am  not  de¬ 
bating  it  upon  its  merits,  I  am  debating 
a  point  of  order  vital  to  the  integrity  of 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

The  amendment,  Mr.  President,  is  leg¬ 
islation  in  an  appropriation  bill,  because 
if  we  did  what  is  intended  to  be  done  by 
this  amendment,  we  would  absolutely 
change  the  declaration  of  policy  which 
I  have  been  reading  to  the  Senate.  In 
that  declaration  of  policy  Congress  has 
endorsed  a  joint  organization  of  Euro¬ 
pean  countries.  We  have  appropriated 
money  and  are  appropriating  it  for  the 
second  time,  in  order  to  help  those 
countries  which  are  members  of  that 
joint  organization.  This  amendment  ig¬ 
nores  the  machinery  of  that  organ¬ 
ization  for  accepting  new  members. 
The  policy  provides,  also,  that  aid 
may  be  given  only  to  those  countries 
which  participate  in  a  joint  recovery 
program  based  upon  mutual  coopera¬ 
tion.  This  amendment  repudiates  mu¬ 
tual  cooperation.  This  $50,000,000 
should  not  go  to  Spain  until  Spain, 
through  a  joint  program  with  all  of  the 
nations,  is  mutually  cooperating  toward 
the  recovery  of  Europe.  The  amend¬ 
ment,  which  forces  Spain  into  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  program,  is  in  direct  con¬ 
flict  with  the  declared  policy  of  the  basic 
law,  the  European  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the 
declared  policy  of  Congress  makes  aid 
dependent  upon  mutual  cooperation. 
The  amendment  repudiates  mutual  co- 
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operation  by  singling  out  a  nation  with¬ 
out  consideration  or  regard  to  whether 
it  mutually  cooperates  in  the  over-all  ob¬ 
jective  of  European  recovery. 

Can  there  be  any  question  about  that, 
Mr.  President?  Can  there  be  any  doubt 
in  anyone’s  mind  that  an  amendment  is 
legislation  which  effectively  changes  the 
declared  policy  of  Congress,  as  was  so 
well  pointed  out  by  the  distinguished 
Vice  President  this  morning  in  sustain¬ 
ing  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  serious  ques¬ 
tion  from  the  standpoint  of  the  rules  of 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States.  Those 
who  talk  about  the  majority  leader  mak¬ 
ing  a  point  of  order  with  respect  to 
whether  an  amendment  is  legislation  in 
an  appropriation  bill  have  themselves 
done  the  same  thing.  The  minority 
leader  made  that  point  this  morning.  If 
he  were  majority  leader,  and  if  it  were 
necessary  to  make  a  point  of  order  with 
respect  to  the  two-thirds  rule,  I  imagine 
he  would  not  hesitate  to  make  it.  I  am 
not  invoking  any  new  rule  of  the  United 
States  Senate.  This  is  a  rule  which  has 
been  in  effect  for  a  long  time,  long  before 
any  Senator  who  is  here  today  came  to 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States.  It  is  a 
good  rule,  a  proper  rule,  Mr.  President; 
but  so  long  as  we  treat  that  rule  with 
disrespect  and  permit  legislation  in  an 
appropriation  bill  simply  because  we  may 
be  in  favor  of  the  merits  of  the  proposi¬ 
tion,  we  are  doing  an  injustice  to  the 
integrity  and  the  dignity  of  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States. 

I  appeal  to  Senators,  not  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  merits  of  this  amend¬ 
ment,  but  from  the  standpoint  of  up¬ 
holding  and  maintaining  the  dignity  and 
the  integrity  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
In  my  humble  judgment,  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair  is  correct.  I  regret  that  all 
Senators  did  not  hear  the  ruling  which 
was  made. 

I  now  yield  to  my  friend  frdm  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  wait  until  the 
Senator  finishes  his  remarks. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  spoken  twice  on  this  subject. 
The  Chair  will  not  invoke  the  rule,  how¬ 
ever. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  may  speak  again  on 
the  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  with  all 
due  respect  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
the  majority  leader,  and  his  purpose, 
that  of  protecting  the  rules  of  the 
Senate,  I  hope  that  his  solicitude  will 
continue  as  to  other  bills  and  not  only 
those  which  he  thinks  are  subject  to  a 
point  of  order.  With  all  due  deference 
to  the  majority  leader,  he  is  no  more 
privileged  to  emphasize  his  respect  for 
the  Chair  and  the  ruling  than  Senators 
who  might  think  the  Chair  may  have 
made  a  mistake  in  this  particular  in¬ 
stance. 

I  said  before,  and  I  repeat,  that  no  one 
doubted  the  integrity  of  the  Chair  in  his 
ruling.  I  thought  the  Chair  was  tech¬ 


nically  correct.  But  I  say  that  in  in¬ 
terpreting  the  rules  of  the  Senate,  when 
it  comes  to  a  question  of  national 
policy,  a  matter  which  involves  the  wel¬ 
fare  and  future  of  our  country,  the 
Senate  has  a  right,  no  matter  how  meri¬ 
torious  the  ruling  may  have  been  tech¬ 
nically,  to  refuse  to  sustain  the  ruling. 

I  differ  with  the  majority  leader,  the 
able  Senator  from  Illinois,  regarding  this 
proposition.  I  know  that,  technically, 
the  law  says  “jointly,”  but  we  cannot  get 
Communists  in  a  country  jointly  con¬ 
cerned  ever  to  agree  with  us.  It  will  take 
direct  action  by  the  United  States  in  this 
instance.  The  Communists  will  not  per¬ 
mit  us  to  invite  Spain  to  participate, 
therefore,  in  carrying  out  our  over-all 
policy,  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
and  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  may 
well  take  action  in  order  to  carry  out 
that  policy.  I  cannot  see  anything 
wrong  in  such  action. 

My  present  position  has  not  been 
taken  because  the  Chair  ruled  in  this 
manner.  I  respect  the  Chair.  No  one 
has  a  kinder  feeling  for  the  Chair  than  I. 
There  has  not  been  a  presiding  officer 
in  this  body  in  its  entire  history  who,  in 
my  opinion,  gives  more  sincere  rulings 
than  does  the  present  occupant  of  the 
Chair.  But  because  I  feel  this  way  does 
not  mean  that  the  welfare  of  the  coun¬ 
try  should  be  overlooked,  even  though 
the  Chair  rules  correctly  so  far  as  the 
technicalities  are  concerned. 

To  my  mind,  the  welfare  of  the  coun¬ 
try  is  more  important  than  any  ruling. 
I  believe  in  law,  order,  and  country.  I 
love  the  United  States.  I  love  to  feel 
that  what  we  are  doing  is  sincerely  done, 
that  we  mean  what  we  say.  I  want  to 
convince  myself  of  that  to  the  utmost. 

When  we  speak  of  helping  people  to 
be  rehabilitated,  it  is  right  and  just.  Is 
there  anything  in  the  basic  law  that  says 
that  Spain  should  not  participate? 
There  is  not  a  thing.  Spain  should  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  benefits  of  the  ECA  law 
which  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
passed.  But  it  cannot  participate,  be¬ 
cause  subversive  elements  within  the 
countries  in  Europe  which  are  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  our  largess  do  not  want  Spain 
to  participate. 

Have  we  a  duty  to  ourselves,  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  basic  law,  to  say  something 
about  that?  The  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  is  headed  by  the  noblest  Roman 
of  them  all,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  McKellar],  who  has  devoted  the 
best  years  of  his  life  to  his  country.  Is 
he  trying  to  put  something  over  on  the 
Senate?  Is  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  ThomasI,  who  is  doing  me  the  honor 
to  listen  to  what  I  have  to  say,  trying  to 
put  something  over  on  the  Senate?  Is 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 
ran]  trying  to  put  something  over  on  the 
Senate?  Is  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  as  a  whole  trying  to  put  some¬ 
thing  over?  Is  the  Senate  as  a  whole 
trying  to  put  something  over?  Should 
we  do  what  some  administrative  assist¬ 
ant  in  some  department  wants  to  have 
done?  Are  we  supposed  to  cross  a  “t"  or 
put  in  a  comma?  We  are  not  supposed 
to  change  a  thing;  we  are  not  supposed 
to  reduce  an  appropriation  one  cent.  All 
we  are  supposed  to  do  is  to  give  them  the 


money  through  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  After  that  we  are  nui¬ 
sances,  and  nothing  else. 

I  still  think  that  as  members  of  the 
committee,  and  as  Members  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  we  have  a  duty  to 
our  constituents  and  our  Nation  to  argue 
for  those  things  which  we  think  carry 
out  the  law  and  the  general  policy 
adopted  by  the  Congress. 

Why  not  include  Spain  in  this  in¬ 
stance?  Who  does  not  want  Spain 
included?  Do  the  churches  of  England 
not  want  it?  Do  the  working  people  of 
England  not  want  it?  Do  the  liberal 
people  of  England  not  want  it?  Do  the 
liberal  people  of  any  country  not  want 
it?  Do  the  liberal  people  of  the  United 
States  not  want  it?  The  only  ones  who 
will  be  pleased  if  Spain  is  left  out  are 
the  Communists.  -UWould  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  by  his  point  of  order  please 
Communists  in  Chicago  rather  than 
please  the  average  fair-minded  person  in 
the  United  States?  I  repeat,  the  men 
who  are  being  tried  under  Judge  Me¬ 
dina — and  I  hope  they  get  a  fair  trial — 
will  be  pleased,  more  so  than  other  peo¬ 
ple.  A  ruling  sustaining  the  point  cf 
order  will  not  please  the  fine  Christian 
people  of  France,  Italy,  England,  or  any 
other  country,  but  every  Communist  will 
be  pleased.  Those  who  persecuted 
Cardinal  Mindszenty  in  Hungary  will  be 
pleased.  “Uncle  Joe”  will  be  pleased. 
The  Communists  in  Czechoslovakia  will 
be  pleased.  I  hope  consciences  within 
the  United  States  are  clear.  The  ruling 
of  the  chair  should  be  overruled  by  vote 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  just 
a  final  word  on  the  amendment.  This 
amendment  is  not  legislation  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  The  amendment  is 
squarely  within  the  language  and 
provisions  of  the  law.  The  amendment 
reads  “$50,000,000  shall  not  be  available 
for  any  other  purpose  than  assistance  to 
Spain.” 

This  is  the  statement  appearing  in  the 
report : 

In  approving  this  provision,  the  committee 
does  so  with  the  understanding  that  the 
assistance  is  to  be  extended  upon  credit 
terms  as  provided  in  section  III  (c)  (2)  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended. 

It  comes  squarely  within  the  provisions 
of  the  law.  What  are  the  provisions  of 
section  in  (c)  (Z)  ?  I  read  from  page  11 
of  the  act: 

(2)  When  it  is  determined  that  assistance 
should  be  extended  under  the  provisions  of 
this  title  on  credit  terms,  the  Administrator 
shall  allocate  funds  for  the  purpose  to  the 
Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington,  which 
shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the 
Export-Import  Bank  Act  of  1945  *  *  * 

as  amended,  make  and  administer  the  credit 
on  terms  specified  by  the  Administrator  in 
consultation  with  the  National  Advisory 
Council  on  International  Monetary  and 
Financial  Problems. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  a  gift  to 
Spain,  this  does  not  come  within  the 
category  of  her  participating  in  a  group. 
It  is  a  loan  made  to  Spain,  and  in  my 
judgment  it  will  be  one  of  the  few  loans 
that  will  be  paid  back.  It  is  made  under 
specific  provision  of  the  law.  There  is  no 
contingency  whatsoever.  The  law  has 
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long  since  been  written;  it  is  on  the 
statute  books,  and  it  makes  provision  for 
this  very  situation. 

Shall  we  turn  Spain  down?  The 
learned  Senator  from  Illinois  says  that 
Spain  is  not  asking  to  come  into  the 
family  of  European  nations.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  not  been  properly  advised.  Spain 
is  today  a  suppliant,  if  you  please,  with 
her  petition  pending  before  the  Council 
in  Paris  asking  that  she  be  taken  into  the 
family  of  nations  set  up  under  the  ECA. 
Her  application  is  pending  there,  and  if 
this  appropriation  is  made,  she  will  have 
taken  at  least  one  broad  stride  toward 
coming  into  the  family  of  nations  of 
Europe. 

Mr.  President,  with  all  due  respect  for 
the  Presiding  Officer,  I  hope  that  the  fine 
respect  which  this  body  holds  for  its  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer  will  not  cause  it  to  swerve 
from  the  right.  I  hope  that  we  will  not  be 
timid  about  overruling  a  decision  of  the 
Chair.  I  hope  that  that  which  is  used  as 
a  subterfuge  to  defeat  something  which 
some  do  not  want  put  into  the  law  will 
not  be  used  to  sabotage  the  finest  princi¬ 
ples  of  law  as  they  have  been  written. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  make  the  observation  that 
he  does  not  wish  to  argue  the  point  of 
order  or  his  own  ruling,  but  the  Chair 
was  guilty  of  no  subterfuge  in  making 
this  ruling.  He  made  the  ruling  because 
he  thought  it  was  in  compliance  with  the 
rules  of  the  Senate,  and  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  held  in  order,  an  amendment  to 
set  aside  $100,000,000  for  Bulgaria,  or 
$150,000,000  for  Russia,  or  for  any  other 
country  not  in  the  ECA  program,  would 
likewise  be  in  order. 

The  question  is.  Shall  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  Is 
absent  on  public  business. 

I  announce  further  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers]  are 
absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  and  if 
present  would  vote  “yea”  on  this  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  detained  on  official  business. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  55, 


nays  36, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 55 

Aiken 

Green 

Long 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Lucas 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

McFarland 

Byrd 

Hill 

McGrath 

Chapman 

Hoey 

McMahon 

Connally 

Holland 

Magnuson 

Douglas 

Humphrey 

Martin 

Downey 

Hunt 

Morse 

Dulles 

Ives 

Myers 

Ellender 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Flanders 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Conor 

Frear 

Kefauver 

Reed 

Fulbright 

Kerr 

Robertson 

George 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Gillette 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Graham 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Taylor 

Tobey 

Williams 

Thomas,  Utah 

Tydings 

Thye 

Vandenberg 

NAYS— 36 

Brewster 

Gurney 

Millikin 

Brlcker 

Hendrickson 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Jenner 

O'Mahoney 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Cain 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Capehart 

Langer 

Stennis 

Chavez 

McCarran 

Taft 

Cordon 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Donnell 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Eastland 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Ecton 

Malone 

Wiley 

Ferguson 

Miller 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 5 

Maybank  Pepper  Withers 

Murray  Smith,  N.  J. 


So  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stood  as 
the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  next  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
line  23,  after  the  numerals  “1950”,  to 
strike  out  the  following  additional 
proviso:  “Provided  further,  That  the 
entire  amount  may  be  apportioned  for 
obligation  or  may  be  obligated  and  ex¬ 
pended,  if  the  President  after  recom¬ 
mendation  by  the  Administrator  deems 
such  action  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  said  act  during  the  period 
ending  May  15,  1950.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  good 
faith  requires  the  adoption  of  this 
amendment,  which  changes  the  period 
of  time  from  10  ^  months  to  a  year.  It 
will  be  noted  that  in  lines  1  and  2  on 
page  4  of  the  bill  the  amount  of  money 
has  been  increased  from  $3,568,470,000 
to  $3,628,380,000.  The  increase  is  justi¬ 
fied  because  the  expenditure  is  to  be 
spread  over  a  12-month  period.  There¬ 
fore  the  committee  amendment  should 
be  adopted. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  4,  beginning  in  line  23. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  5, 
after  the  amendment  above  stated,  to 
insert  a  colon  and  the  following  addi¬ 
tional  proviso:  “Provided  further,  That 
no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appropriated 
with  respect  to  which  local  currencies  are 
deposited  as  provided  in  section  115  (b) 
(6)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1943,  as  amended,  shall,  after  deposit  in 
local  currency  accounts  as  a  result  of 
assistance  furnished,  be  made  available 
for  expenditure  by  any  recipient  country 
so  long  as  such  country  (1)  fails  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  treaty  with  the  United 
States,  or  (2)  causes  or  permits  any  area 
dependent  upon  it  (as  designated  in  the 
bilateral  agreements)  to  fail  to  comply 
with  any  such  treaty.” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  if  any 
Senator  desires  to  make  a  general  state¬ 
ment  on  the  amendment  before  I  make 
the  point  of  order,  I  shall  reserve  it.  I 
shall  make  the  point  of  order  and  state 
the  same  reasons  which  I  stated  yester¬ 
day  with  reference  to  both  provisions  of 
rule  XVI.  The  amendment  is  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill,  nd  also  in¬ 
volves  a  contingency  where  a  restriction 
Is  involved. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  in  this 
atmosphere  I  am  somewhat  reluctant 


to  undertake  to  discuss  this  point  of  or¬ 
der,  because  the  Senate  has  made  it  clear 
by  previous  votes  that  it  is  determined 
that  nothing  shall  go  into  this  bill  which 
might  be  contrary  to  any  view  expressed 
by  another  committee  of  the  Senate. 

I  think  perhaps  when  all  this  has  blown 
over,  the  votes,  particularly  that  of  yes¬ 
terday,  will  be  helpful  to  the  Senate  in 
the  future.  So  far  as  I  am  advised,  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair  yesterday  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  amended  rule  XVI,  which 
denies  any  limitation  which  is  subject  to 
a  contingency,  is  the  first  ruling  on  that 
subject  that  has  ever  been  made  by  a  pre¬ 
siding  officer  of  the  Senate.  Any  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  we  might  have  held  on 
the  subject  of  contingencies  have  now 
been  settled  by  the  Senate,  which  in  the 
last  analysis  makes  its  own  rules.  In 
the  future  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee — at  least  I,  as  a  member  of  that  com¬ 
mittee — will  undertake  to  be  more  strict¬ 
ly  guided  by  the  restrictive  rule  which 
was  approved  by  the  Senate  yesterday. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  consume  the 
time  of  the  Senate  in  discussing  that 
ruling,  or  the  effect  of  it,  because  I  shall 
not  argue  against  this  point  of  order  on 
that  ground.  I  submit  to  the  Chair 
that  wholly  on  the  constitutional  issues 
involved  the  point  of  order  has  no  merit. 

In  the  bitterness  of  debate,  when  our 
feelings  toward  the  subject  matter  of 
amendments  as  often  persuade  our  posi¬ 
tion  on  parliamentary  issues  as  any  other 
factor,  we  sometimes  lose  sight  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  There 
are  other  areas  and  other  activities  of 
Government  where,  I  regret  to  say,  the 
Constitution  does  not  have 'the  sanctity 
it  had  in  years  gone  by. 

Mr.  President,  I  place  my  defense  of 
the  legality  and  propriety  of  this 
amendment  squarely  on  the  ground  that 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  It  is 
superior  to  any  rule  of  the  Senate.  It 
is  supreme  even  to  any  view  which 
might  be  held  by  the  administrator  of 
any  agency  which  has  been  created  by 
the  Congress. 

Article  VI  of  the  Constitution  con¬ 
tains  these  words: 

This  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  which  shall  be  made  in  pursu- 
*  ance  thereof;  and  all  treaties  made,  or  which 
shall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land;  and  the  judges  in  every  State  shall 
be  bound  thereby,  anything  in  the  Consti¬ 
tution  or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

This  amendment  undertakes  to  assert 
a  very  simple  proposition.  It  is  that 
when  a  treaty,  which  is  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land  is  violated,  the  Congress  has 
the  right  to  place  a  limitation  on  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  funds,  in  order  to  deny 
such  funds  to  a  violator  of  that  treaty. 

There  can  be  no  issue  raised  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  in  dealing 
with  the  ratification  of  a  treaty  is  clear 
and  inescapable.  This  amendment  does 
not  invade  that  jurisdiction  but  merely 
places  a  limitation  on  funds  which  might 
go  to  the  violator  of  a  treaty  already  rati¬ 
fied. 
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If  the  Chair  sustains  the  point  of  or¬ 
der,  he  will,  in  effect,  rule  that  no  limi¬ 
tation  can  be  written  into  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  withholding  funds  which  are 
likely  to  be  expended  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution.  The  Constitution  attaches 
to  a  treaty  the  same  sanctity  it  accords 
the  written  words  of  that  document. 
The  Constitution  and  treaties  entered 
into  under  it  constitute  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land.  No  mere  rule  of  contin¬ 
gency,  indeed,  no  technicality  whatever 
can  properly  be  used  to  deny  the  right  of 
the  Senate  to  adopt  a  pure  limitation  de¬ 
signed  to  prevent  funds  appropriated 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  from  benefit¬ 
ing  one  who  violates  the  supreme  law  of 
our  country.  This  language  does  not  in¬ 
volve  any  question  of  contingency.  It 
is  an  expression  from  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  that  it  proposes  to  use 
its  powers  over  these  funds  to  enforce  a 
solemn  treaty  with  another  state,  a 
treaty  which  has  been  approved  by  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  a  treaty 
which  has  been  confirmed  by  the  United 
States  Senate,  and  which  has  been  in 
existence  for  many  years. 

I  submit  that  any  technicality  in  our 
rules  as  to  contingencies  does  not  apply 
in  this  case.  No  question  of  legislation 
is  involved,  because  the  amendment  is  a 
limitation  upon  a  fund  which  is  appro- 
prited.  The  amendment  merely  provides 
that  those  who  have  entered  into  treaties 
which  we  have  accepted  In  good  faith 
must  likewise  conform  in  good  faith  or 
they  shall  not  receive  any  of  the  funds 
appropriated  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  wish  to  belabor 
this  point,  because  I  think  I  know  some¬ 
thing  of  the  feeling  of  Members  of  the 
Senate.  We  have  already  become  some¬ 
what  tired,  and  a  few  of  us  have  been 
irritated  by  the  parliamentary  discus¬ 
sions.  However,  I  submit  to  the  Chair 
the  argument  in  behalf  of  the  propriety 
of  this  amendment  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
pure  limitation.  It  is  the  only  means 
available  to  the  Congress  to  prevent  uni¬ 
lateral  violations  of  a  treaty  by  another 
power  from  injuring  American  citizens. 

The  Constitution  is  not  so  popular  in 
some  quarters  as  that  document  has  been 
in  days  gone  by.  There  are  many  who 
believe  that  it  should  not  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land.  Indeed,  forces  are  work¬ 
ing  today  to  take  away  some  of  the  vir¬ 
tues  which  our  forebears  attached  to  this 
document. 

Surely  a  limitation  which  would  pre¬ 
vent  benefits  from  flowing  from  our 
Treasury  to  a  violator  of  a  solemn  treaty 
made  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  by  any  other  power  is  not  subject 
to  a  point  of  order.  It  is  a  limitation 
pure  and  simple.  I  submit  it  to  the  Chair 
on  the  grounds  that  the  Constitution 
is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  that 
in  the  case  of  a  treaty  with  a  foreign 
power  of  equal  dignity,  a  pure  limita¬ 
tion  upon  an  appropriation  does  not  fall 
within  any  rule  which  has  been  invoked 
here  or  within  any  ruling  which  has 
been  sustained  by  the  Senate  within  the 
past  2  days. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 


Mr.  LONG.  Wa^  the  treaty  in  effect 
at  the  time  when  the  rule  was  drawn  up, 
or  was  the  rule  drawn  up  before  the 
treaty  went  into  effect? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  not  intended, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  to 
go  into  any  details  of  the  treaty.  But  I 
have  understood  that  a  treaty  of  the 
same  force  and  effect  has  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  for  more  than  100  years. 

Mr.  LONG.  Then  it  would  not  be  pro¬ 
posed,  by  putting  the  rule  into  effect,  to 
violate  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, 
would  it? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  not  understood 
that  any  Senator  would  argue  that  a 
Senate  rule  could  violate  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States.  Certainly  the 
Senate  by  adopting  a  simple  rule  could 
not  repeal  an  article  of  the  Constitution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  permit  the  Chair 
to  ask  him  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  happy  to  undertake  to  answer.  I  am 
flattered  that  the  Chair  would  address 
a  question  to  me. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Georgia  knows  with  what  high  re¬ 
gard  the  Chair  values  the  opinions  of 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Chair  for 
that  compliment,  but  I  am  simply  a  hum¬ 
ble  student  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
I  shall  study  carefully  the  rulings  of 
the  past  few  days,  because  it  would  seem 
that  the  Senator  from  Georgia  is  the 
poorest  sort  of  judge  of  the  meaning  of 
the  rules  of  the  Senate,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  recent  rulings  have 
been  entirely  contrary  to  the  Senator’s 
understanding  of  the  rules.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  I  thank  the  Chair  for  the  compli¬ 
ment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Congress 
frequently  has  passed  laws  which  have 
been  held  unconstitutional  by  the  Court. 

The  inquiry  of  the  Chair  is  this :  When 
a  bill,  joint  resolution,  or  measure  in  any 
other  form  is  pending  before  the  Senate, 
will  a  point  of  order  lie  against  it  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  in  violation  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution?  Does  a  point  of  order  prop¬ 
erly  lie  against  a  bill,  resolution,  or  any 
other  proposal  which  may  come  before 
the  Senate,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  un¬ 
constitutional  or  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  understood  that  such  a  point  of 
order  has  been  ruled  upon  by  the  Chair. 
Of  course,  I  have  heard  prolonged  argu¬ 
ments  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  the 
ground  that  some  measure  was  uncon¬ 
stitutional  but  I  do  not  think  the  Chair 
could  properly  pass  on  such  a  point  if  it 
were  raised 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  reply  confirms  the  Chair’s  impres¬ 
sion,  namely,  that  although  a  bill  or 
other  legislative  proposal  may  be  uncon¬ 
stitutional,  the  Senate  may  still  pass  or 
adopt  it,  and  a  point  of  order  does  not 
lie  against  it  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
unconstitutional. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  submit  any  such  point  of  order  as 
that. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No;  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  did  not  submit  such 
a  point  of  order.  He  was  arguing  against 
the  point  of  order  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  I  was 
arguing — and  let  us  consider  the  matter 
without  regard  to  any  particular  state 
of  facts — in  regard  to  the  proposition 
of  whether  a  treaty  violator  can  be 
denied  the -right  to  receive  the  benefits 
of  these  funds  by  a  limitation  in  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill.  In  my  judgment,  the 
question  as  to  whether  a  treaty  has  been 
violated  would  be  left  to  the  judgment 
or  analysis  of  the  man  to  whom  we  have 
delegated  all  these  other  vast  powers, 
namely,  the  Administrator  of  the  Euro¬ 
pean  Cooperation  Administration  Act. 
We  would  leave  it  to  him  to  see  that  none 
of  these  funds  went  to  any  nation  which 
was  a  treaty  violator.  I  do  not  think  the 
Chair  can  pass  on  the  question  as  to 
whether  there  has  been  a  violation.  That 
is  a  matter  for  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government  to  determine. 

I  had  not  intended  to  go  into  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  recent  rulings.  But  I  did  not 
think  the  Chair  had  a  right  to  take  judi¬ 
cial  cognizance  as  to  whether  Spain  was 
in  the  United  Nations.  I  did  not  think 
the  amendment  related  to  that  in  any 
way. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
did  not  take  cognizance  as  to  whether 
Spain  was  in  the  United  Nations.  The 
Chair  took  legislative  cognizance  of  the 
fact  that  Spain  was  not  a  participant  or 
signatory  to  the  agreement  signed  at 
Paris  on  September  22,  1947. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes;  that  is  what  I 
understood. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  have  the  Senator’s  view  on  this  sug¬ 
gestion:  Does  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
believe  that  a  provision  in  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill — in  particular,  the  ECA  appro¬ 
priation  bill — to  the  effect  that  any  par¬ 
ticipating  country  which  refuses  to  de¬ 
vote  the  money  allowed  to  it  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  the  Administrator  directs 
the  money  be  used  shall  thereafter  be 
denied  such  money,  would  be  a  proper 
provision? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  think  it 
would  be  in  order  as  a  limitation  and 
also  because  it  would  be  authorized  by 
law. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  What  would 
be  the  Senator’s  opinion  as  to  whether 
such  a  provision  would  be  a  proper  one 
for  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
place  in  this  measure? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
powers  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
have  been  sharply  delimited  by  what  has 
taken  place  recently.  That  may  be  for 
the  good  of  the  administration  of  the 
Senate;  it  may  assist  us  in  the  future 
operations  of  the  Senate  as  a  body.  I 
am  quite  sure  that,  all  other  things  con¬ 
sidered,  after  some  of  the  events  of  the 
past  several  days,  the  Appropriations 
Committee  will  be  exceedingly  careful 
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about  anything  it  places  in  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  hereafter. 

But  my  view  is  that  the  power  of  limi¬ 
tation  has  not  been  completely  destroyed. 
It  has  been  broadly  used  in  times  past. 
Now  it  has  been  narrowed. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  My  purpose 
in  asking  the  question  of  the  Senator  is 
to  inquire  whether  there  might  be  an 
analogy.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  it 
might  be  proper  for  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  say  in  this  measure  that 
any  participating  nation  which  refused 
to  use  the  aid  in  the  manner  and  in  the 
field  directed  by  the  Administrator, 
should  be  denied  future  aid.  That  would 
seem  to  me  to  be  a  perfectly  proper 
provision. 

Then  to  go  a  step  farther,  I  wonder 
whether  the  Senator  from  Georgia  be¬ 
lieves  there  is  a  similarity  between  such 
a  provision  and  a  provision  to  the  effect 
that  any  participating  country  which 
violates  its  treaty  with  the  United  States 
shall  be  denied  further  aid. 

I  should  like  to  hear  the  Senator’s 
views  on  that  comparison. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  At  the  outset  of  my 
remarks  I  stated — and  I  do  not  wish  to 
discuss  this  matter  at  length — that  in 
my  opinion  this  is  a  definite  limitation 
which  does  not  fall  within  the  inhibi¬ 
tions  of  rule  XVI,  even  with  the  con¬ 
struction  placed  upon  it  by  the  vote  taken 
yesterday.  I  think  it  is  just  as  much  in 
order  as  would  be  a  limitation  that  the 
funds  contained  in  an  appropriation 
made  hereafter  could  not  be  expended 
for  any  unconstitutional  purpose  which 
the  Congress  might  designate,  just  as  in 
this  case  this  amendment  provides  that 
the  funds  cannot  be  expended  for  the 
benefit  of  any  nation  which  violates  a 
solemn  treaty  with  the  United  States  of 
America. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Does  not  rule  XVI  provide 
that — 

Nor  shall  any  restriction  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  funds  appropriated  which  pro¬ 
poses  a  limitation  not  authorized  by  law  be 
received  if  such  restriction  is  to  take  effect 
or  cease  to  be  effective  upon  the  happening 
of  a  contingency. 

That  being  the  case,  is  not  this  a  re¬ 
striction  which  is  authorized  by  law,  for 
could  not  the  Administrator  at  any  time 
take  cognizance  that  such  nation  was 
violating  a  treaty  with  the  United  States? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  clarified  what  I  under¬ 
took  to  express  when  I  said  this  amend¬ 
ment  was  authorized  by  the  supreme  law 
of  the  land  and  was  intended  to  imple¬ 
ment  and  enforce  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  as  set  forth  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  yielded  the  floor. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know,  Mr. 
President;  I  may  wish  to  have  something 
to  say  on  this  subject  a'  little  later,  and 
I  do  not  want  this  to  be  counted  as  a 
second  speech. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  will  not  be ; 
the  Senator  is  extending  his  first  speech. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Very  well. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  it  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that  these  words  are  really  unnecessary; 
in  other  words,  that  the  Appropriations 
Committee  put  in  the  language,  but  that 
it  is  not  really  necessary  because  such 
payments  cannot  be  made  to  any  country 
which  is  violating  a  treaty  with  us? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Oh,  no;  I  did  not 
make  that  statement  at  all.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  think  the  payments  have  been 
made.  But  for  the  purposes  of  this  ar¬ 
gument,  I  did  not  want  to  go  into  the 
merits  or  demerits  of  the  treaty. 

I  did  not  say  it  could  not  be  done,  be¬ 
cause  undoubtedly  the  Administrator 
has  construed  the  law  as  permitting  him 
to  pay  funds  to  a  nation  which  has  vio¬ 
lated  a  treaty  with  the  United  States. 
But  under  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
the  Congress  can  still  say,  by  way  of 
this  limitation,  to  the  Administrator, 
“If  you  find  a  nation  to  be  in  violation 
of  a  treaty  with  the  United  States,  you 
shall  discontinue  aid  to  that  nation.” 

I  did  not  say  it  would  be  illegal  to  pay 
It  to  a  nation  which  was  a  treaty  vio¬ 
lator,  but  that  the  Congress  had  a  right 
to  put  a  limitation  on  the  fund  which 
would  call  it  to  the  attention  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  and  cause  him  to  discon¬ 
tinue  payments  to  a  nation  that  was  in 
violation  of  a  treaty. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  make  only  a  brief  observation. 
It  seems  to  me  this  particular  amend¬ 
ment  most  perfectly  demonstrates  the 
reason  for  the  existence  of  the  rule 
against  legislation  on  an  appropriation 
bill,  for  this  reason:  All  the  issues  in¬ 
volved  in  the  amendment  were  debated 
at  great  length  when  the  ECA  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  was  pending.  Everything  in  the 
amendment  was  offered  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  frankly  and  flatly  in  the  form  of 
legislation.  Not  only  that,  but  in  the 
course  of  2  days  of  debate  the  Senate 
itself  twice  voted  by  a  yea-and-nay  vote 
on  the  precise  subject  matter  of  the 
amendment.  In  one  instance  the  result 
was  22  yeas,  59  nays;  in  the  other  in¬ 
stance,  35  yeas,  45  nays. 

Without  reopening  the  question  of  the 
merits  of  the  issue,  which  was  closed  in 
the  appropriate  legislative  forum  when 
the  issue  was  raised  in  proper  legislative 
form,  I  respectfully  submit  that  if  ever 
any  words  were  identified  as  legislation, 
these  words  are  identified  as  legislation 
by  the  history  of  the  words  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  permit  the  Chair  to  ask  him  a 
question? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  In  the  basic 
act  upon  which  all  the  ECA  appropria¬ 
tions  are  founded,  there  is  a  section — 
the  Chair  has  not  been  able  in  his  haste 
to  refer  to  it — providing  for  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  assistance  to  any  participating 
nation  which  fails  to  carry  out  its  agree¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  the  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  the  aid  is  proffered.  That  is 
not  the  exact  language,  but  the  Chair 
thinks  he  has  stated  the  substance  of  the 
provision.  Is  the  Chair  correct  about 
that? 


Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Speaking  gen¬ 
erally,  I  think  so. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment,  however,  apparently  does  not  apply 
to  any  failure  on  the  part  of  a  participat¬ 
ing  country  to  carry  out  its  agreements 
under  the  act  for  self-help  and  for  co¬ 
operation  within  the  limits  of  the  na¬ 
tions  participating  and  with  the  United 
States.  But  it  seems  to  go  further  than 
that  and  to  provide  that  if  any  such  coun¬ 
try  is  violating  any  treaty,  whenever 
made,  however  long  it  may  have  existed, 
and  although  it  may  have  no  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  ECA  Act,  under  those  condi¬ 
tions,  the  fund  deposited  as  a  result  of 
the  act  and  of  the  provisions,  shall  not 
be  used.  Is  it  the  Senator’s  viewpoint 
that  the  amendment,  which  applies  to 
any  treaty  heretofore  made  with  any  of 
the  participating  countries  that  is  being 
violated,  would  go  beyond  the  basis  of 
the  original  act,  which  provides  for  the 
withdrawal  of  assistance  in  case  any  par¬ 
ticipating  nation  fails  or  ceases  to  carry 
out  its  obligations  under  the  act  and 
under  the  multilateral  and  bilateral 
agreements  made  thereunder? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  If  the  Senator 
understands  the  Chair’s  question,  the 
answer  would  be  in  the  affirmative.  I 
should  like  to  submit  a  thought  on  that 
question,  although  I  had  not  intended  to 
enter  the  discussion  of  the  merits  at  all. 

I  respectfully  suggest  that  nations  which 
are  members  of  the  United  Nations  have 
a  right  to  submit  treaty  violations  to  the 
adjudication  of  the  International  Court 
of  Justice,  and  they  do  not  have  any 
right  to  take  unilateral  action.  I  with¬ 
draw  the  suggestion,  “they  do  not  have 
any  right,”  for  I  suppose  they  have  the 
right  to  do  anything  they  please;  but 
under  the  theory  of  the  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations  it  certainly  is  appropriate 
for  any  member  nation  to  have  an  ad¬ 
judication  of  an  alleged  treaty  violation 
by  the  International  Court  of  Justice. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Before  phrasing  the 
question,  I  should  like  to  say  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  not  intended  in  any  sense  to 
indicate  sympathy  with  any  country 
which  fails  to  comply  with  its  treaty 
obligations,  nor  does  it  indicate  any  lack 
of  reverence  for  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  The  Senator 
will  be  absolved  from  any  lack  of  respect 
for  the  Constitution. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  this 
question:  There  certainly  is  no  provision 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948 
which  says  that  among  the  things  which 
may  be  used  as  a  disqualification — if 
there  is  any  such  provision — of  a  partici¬ 
pating  country  to  receive  aid,  a  failure  to 
comply  with  a  treaty  is  one  of  the . 
grounds  of  disqualification.  That  is  cer¬ 
tainly  true,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Then  the  amend¬ 
ment,  by  adding  it  as  one  of  the  grounds 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


10969 


on  which  a  . nation  may  be  disqualified, 
clearly  adds  legislation,  something  that 
is  not  in  the  existing  act.  Does  not  the 
Senator  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  It  would  seem 
so  to  the  Senator  from  Michigan.  All 
his  inclinations  are  to  agree,  at  any  rate. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  hope  the  Senator’s 
incllinations  will  be  translated  into 
actual  agreement. 

This  is  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make, 
very  faultily,  a  appreciate:  If  there  is  a 
provision — I  have  been  searching  to  find 
it — of  the  type  to  which  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  referred,  which  says  that,  instead 
of  the  participating  countries,  as  men¬ 
tioned  in  section  102,  being  entitled  to 
receive  funds,  or  words  to  that  effect, 
certain  of  them  may  be  disqualified  by 
certain  actions  or  failure  to  perform, 
certainly  the  failure  to  perform  a  treaty 
obligation  is  not  listed  as  one  of  those 
disqualifying  elements.  Consequently, 
would  it  not  seem  absolutely  incontro¬ 
vertible  that  when  the  amendment  adds 
such  an  element  as  a  specific  ground  of 
disqualification  it  constitutes  new  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missouri 
raises  a  new  point  so  far  as  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  is  concerned.  But  on  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri, 
it  would  seem  to  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  that  the  Senator  has  taken  a  cor¬ 
rect  position. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  desire  to  ask 
the  Senator  a  question.  If  I  understand 
his  argument  correctly,  and  I  think  I  do, 
it  is  to  this  effect:  The  fact  that  the 
Appropriations  Committee  added  the 
words  “fail  to  comply  with  a  treaty”  is 
legislation  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the 
words  add  a  condition  to  the  basic  act. 
If  they  were  not  in  this  appropriation 
bill  the  Administrator  possibly  could  pay 
the  money  to  a  nation  in  spite  of  its 
violation  of  a  treaty.  Do  I  make  myself 
dear9 

Mr.  VANDENEERG.  I  am  afraid  the 
Senator  does  not.  I  am  sure  it  is  the 
fault  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  It  is  not.  What 
I  tried  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  was  this:  I  asked  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  if  these  words  were  not  put  in 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee,  could 
the  Administrator  pay  money  to  such  a 
nation  in  spite  of  its  being  a  treaty  vio¬ 
lator.  As  I  understood  him,  he  said  he 
did  not  make  that  argument:  rather 
he  made  the  argument  that  this  wording 
was  simply  requiring  the  Administrator 
to  live  up  to  the  Constitution.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  he 
has  argued  that  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  considered  the  words  and 
deliberately  omitted  them,  and  that  the 
Senate  confirmed  the  action  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  omitting  them.  Therefore,  as 
I  understand,  the  words  are  legislation 
on  an  appropriation  bill,  because  they 


do  add  something  to  the  duties  of  the 
Administrator.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  think  that  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  earlier  today  there  was 
some  comment  made  on  the  floor  regard¬ 
ing  the  alleged  lobbying  of  Mr.  Paul 
Hoffman.  I  do  not  know  the  situation 
so  far  as  other  Senators  are  concerned, 
but  I  think,  in  fairness  to  Mr.  Hoffman, 
I  should  advise  the  Senate  that  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  and  Mr.  Foster  did  discuss  the  Mc¬ 
Clellan  amendment  with  me.  They  were 
here,  however,  on  my  express  invitation. 
I  called  Mr.  Hoffman  and  Mr.  Foster  be¬ 
cause  I  wanted  to  discuss  a  matter  which 
I  thought  was  directly  concerned  with 
the  McClellan  amendment. 

In  my  State  there  is  a  sizable  number 
of  wheat  farmers  and  rye  farmers. 
There  are  approximately  6,000  or  7,000 
rye  farmers.  Farmers  in  North  Dakota, 
South  Dakota,  and  the  whole  wheat  and 
rye  belt  are  much  concerned  because 
we  find  that  the  Army  is  negotiating.for 
the  purchase  of  200,000  tons,  approxi¬ 
mately  8,000,000  bushels,  of  rye  from 
eastern  Poland  and  the  Russian  Ukraine. 
There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
the  value  of  the  Brannan  plan  to  the 
American  farmer,  but  there  is  not  much 
difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  Brannan 
plan  for  the  purchase  of  rye  from  the 
Russian  Ukraine.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  Mr.  Hoffman  and  Mr.  Foster 
were  called  here.  The  matter  was  taken 
up  with  Mr.  Voorhees  of  the  Army  and 
with  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
After  going  into  it  in  some  detail  I  was 
firmly  convinced  that  Mr.  Voorhees,  who 
is  the  purchasing  agent  for  the  Army  was 
not  at  fault  because  his  hands  are  com¬ 
pletely  tied.  The  matter  is  directly  in 
the  lap  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
or  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
which  the  Secretary  controls.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  has  made  it  absolutely  impossible 
for  the  Army  to  purchase  millions  of 
bushels  of  American  rye  in  this  country. 
He  has  made  it  impossible  for  the  Army 
to  purchase  rye  next  door,  in  Canada. 
We  all  know  that  there  is  at  the  present 
time  a  surplus  in  Canada.  Our  farmers 
are  being  offered  about  $  1.19  a  bushel  for 
rye,  which  is  less  than  75  percent  of 
parity.  So  I  am  sure  Senators  will  un¬ 
derstand  the  concern  of  Senators  from 
the  Wheat  and  Rye  Belt  when  it  was 
found  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
was  forcing  the  Army  to  purchase  rye 
in  eastern  Poland  and  the  Russian 
Ukraine,  which  is  needed  in  Germany 
and  Austria. 

This  is  not  being  done  directly.  Under 
the  law  they  cannot  take  GARIOA  funds 
and  purchase  rye  from  the  Russian 
Ukraine,  but  the  same  results  are  ac¬ 
complished  as  follows: 

England  needs  corn  to  feed  livestock. 
Instead  of  England  buying  it  directly, 
the  Army  purchases  it  in  this  country  for 
England.  England,  in  turn,  which  has 
no  use  for  rye,  purchases  rye  from  the 
Russian  Ukraine  and  after  that  she 
trades  the  rye  she  has  purchased,  to  our 
Army  which  purchases  the  corn  which 
England  needs.  The  end  result  is  that 
the  American  farmer  is  denied  a  market 


for  millions  of  bushels  of  rye.  This  is  of 
concern  not  only  to  the  rye  farmer,  but 
also  to  the  wheat  farmer,  because  when 
the  price  of  rye  drops,  the  price  of  wheat 
drops  also.  For  example,  when  the  rumor 
of  this  indirect  Army  deal  became  known 
the  price  of  wheat  dropped  approxi¬ 
mately  5  or  6  cents  a  bushel. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  con¬ 
tacted  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye],  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young], 
and  me  approximately  5  months  ago  in 
regard  to  this  matter. 

Around  tax  time,  as  the  Senate  knows, 
the  subject  of  farm  prices  is  rather  im¬ 
portant.  In  my  State  very  few  farmers 
rely  upon  rye  for  their  entire  income.  It 
is  called  a  tax  crop.  Many  of  them  sell 
it  to  get  money  to  pay  their  taxes. 

As  I  stated,  we  discussed  the  matter 
with  the  Secretary  and  received  very  lit¬ 
tle  of  value,  except  a  statement  which  I 
thought  was  rather  unusual,  as  did  some 
of  the  other  Senators  who  were  with  me. 
He  stated  that  the  farmers  had  not  come 
into  the  support  program,  and  this 
would  probably  teach  them  a  lesson, 
and  that  next  year  they  would  un¬ 
doubtedly  come  into  the  program.  It 
seems  hardly  possible  that  the  Secretary 
meant  that  as  a  threat;  it  was  probably 
a  slip  of  the  tongue.  It  was  at  least  an 
unusual  statement. 

I  thought  the  Senate  was  entitled  to 
know  that  my  contact  with  Mr.  Hoffman 
and  Mr.  Foster  yesterday  was  not  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  lobbying  on  their  part.  I  wanted 
to  discuss  with  those  gentlemen  the  sub¬ 
ject  as  to  whether  they  felt  the  McClel¬ 
lan  amendment  would  prevent  a  repeti¬ 
tion  of  this  grain  situation. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator,  in  discuss¬ 
ing  Mr.  Hoffman,  has  criticized  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  for  failure  to  pur¬ 
chase  Canadian  rye.  Am  I  correct  in 
that  statement? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  No;  not  for  failure 
to  purchase  Canadian  rye.  I  think  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  a  duty,  and 
I  believe  it  follows,  as  the  night  follows 
the  day,  that  he  should  make  any  rye 
in  this  country  available  to  the  Army.  If 
rye  is  not  available  in  this  country,  then 
I  think,  instead  of  forcing  the  Army  to 
purchase  rye  in  the  Russian  Ukraine,  he 
should  make  it  easier  for  the  Army  to 
purchase  rye  which  is  right  next  door, 
from  our  neighbor,  Canada.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  does  not  have  as  many 
wheat  and  rye  farmers  in  his  State  as 
there  are  in  my  State,  but  I  am  sure  he 
knows  that  when  there  is  a  surplus  next 
door  in  Canada  it  automatically  flows 
into  this  country  and  unfavorably  reflects 
on  the  amount  of  money  received  by  our 
farmers  for  their  rye  and  wheat.  It  is  a 
question  of  whether  we  shall  force  the 
Army  to  buy  Russian  rye  in  accordance 
with  the  Brannan  farm  plan  for  the  Rus¬ 
sian  Ukraine. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  suggest  that  this  debate  is 
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directed  to  the  Chair  on  a  point  of  order 
with  respect  to  a  pending  amendment, 
and  while  it  is  an  interesting  dissertation 
on  rye,  it  has  no  bearing  on  the  point  of 
order.  The  Chair  hopes  the  Senator  will 
not  prolong  his  discussion  to  a  point  at 
which  the  Chair  will  forget  the  point  of 
order  on  which  he  is  to  pass. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
consider  this  matter  just  as  important  to 
the  farmers  of  the  Middle  West  as  is  the 
point  of  order  which  the  Chair  is  about 
to  decide. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
does  not  underestimate  the  importance 
of  rye. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  rose  principally 
to  clear  up  the  matter  insofar  as  Mr. 
Paul  Hoffman  was  concerned,  who  had 
been  charged  with  lobbying.  I  want  to 
make  it  clear  that  while  I  do  not  know 
what  his  contact  with  other  Senators 
happened  to  be,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned 
I  asked  him  and  Mr.  Foster  to  come,  and 
we  discussed  the  relation  of  the  Army 
rye  purchase  to  the  McClellan  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  amendment  says: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds 
herein  appropriated — 

And  so  forth — 

shall,  after  deposit  in  local  currency  accounts 
as  a  result  of  assistance  furnished — 

And  then  there  is  a  restriction. 

I  should  like  to  ask,  are  funds  which 
are  appropriated  by  the  United  States 
deposited  in  local  currencies?  I  do  not 
understand  the  mechanics  of  this  oper¬ 
ation.  Where  is  there  a  limitation?  It 
reads: 

That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appro¬ 
priated  *  *  *  shall,  after  deposit  in 

local  currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  as¬ 
sistance  furnished - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
assumes  that  that  refers  to  the  provision 
of  the  original  act  which  authorized  the 
deposit  in  currencies  of  these  different 
countries.  The  Chair  does  not  under¬ 
stand  it  means  that  any  part  of  this  ap¬ 
propriation  will  be  deposited  in  curren¬ 
cies  of  the  ECA  countries. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  am 
asking.  That  is  what  the  language  pro¬ 
vides,  and  I  am  asking  the  Senator  from 
Georgia,  who  is  on  the  floor,  if  he  will 
answer,  does  this  amendment  starting 
with  the  words  “that  no  part  of  the 
funds  herein  appropriated”  do  exactly 
what  he  has  explained?  I  suppose  that 
is  the  money  which  the  countries  get  from 
the  United  States — dollars.  Then  we 
come  down  to  the  verb,  it  says  “shall,  af¬ 
ter  deposit  in  local  currency  accounts,” 
and  so  forth. 

Mechanically,  does  that  actually  hap¬ 
pen?  I  had  supposed  the  money  we  ap¬ 
propriated  to  these  countries  stayed  here, 
that  they  used  it  as  a  credit  against 
which  to  buy  goods  in  this  country,  and 
that  the  only  time  the  local  currency 
was  used  was  after  the  goods  had  been 
delivered  and  were  sold  in  the  normal 
channels  of  trade. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Where  is  there  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  funds  appropriated? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  all  right  to  put 
a  limitation  on  the  funds  when  they  are 
in  the  form  of  dollars. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  limitation  on 
the  dollars  before  they  leave  the  country, 
or  when  the  money  is  finally  deposited  in 
the  local  currencies? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  is  when  it  is  finally 
deposited  in  counterpart  funds. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is,  the  limita¬ 
tion  is  imposed  upon  what  the  local  dol¬ 
lars,  exchanged  into  the  local  currencies, 
mean  in  the  countries  where  the  deposits 
are  made? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  address  myself  for  a  few 
minutes  to  the  point  of  order  which  has 
been  raised,  and  I  do  so  because  I  want 
to  take  the  position  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Georgia  has  taken. 
I  do  so  particularly  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  VandenbergI  recalled  to  the  Senate 
a  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
of  an  amendment  to  the  original  ECA 
Act  itself. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Connecticut 
was  the  Senator  who  proposed  that 
amendment,  and  my  recollection  of  what 
occurred  at  the  time  coincides  exactly 
with  what  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  said,  and  I  hesitate, 
because  of  the  position  he  has  taken,  to 
take  an  opposite  one,  because  I  know  of 
his  long  knowledge  and  experience  in  the 
Senate,  and  particularly  of  his  intimate 
knowledge  of  the  ECA  Act  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  raise 
this  question:  Is  it  within  the  province 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  to 
decide  whether  or  not  it  shall  grant  or 
withhold  funds  based  upon  the  knowl¬ 
edge  that  some  law  or  treaty  of  the 
United  States  is  or  is  not  being  violated? 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  very  definitely  with¬ 
in  their  power  to  do  exactly  that  sort 
of  thing.  In  other  words,  it  is  the  con¬ 
tention  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  that  this  provision  partakes  of 
the  very  substance  and  nature  of  the 
appropriation  itself.  Obviously,  if  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  have 
brought  to  their  attention  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  misuse  of  funds,  it  seems  to 
me  it  would  be  perfectly  within  their 
power  to  decide  whether  or  not  to  grant 
an  appropriation  on  that  particular  basis. 

Assume  there  was  an  appropriation  of 
$100,000,000  for  a  particular  purpose,  or 
a  recommendation  or  authorization,  and 
the  matter  came  before  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  and  the  point  was 
made  before  the  committee,  “Yes,  last 
year  a  similar  appropriation  for  a  similar 
purpose  was  misused.”  It  seems  to  me 
that  in  the  light  of  that  claim,  certainly 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  could 
decide  whether  or  not  it  should  with¬ 
hold  the  funds  on  that  particular  basis. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  a  matter  of 
policy,  but  if  it  is  a  matter  of  policy, 
it  is  a  matter  of  policy  peculiarly  within 
the  province  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  cannot 
decide  anything  finally.  It  is  a  mere 
servant  of  the  Senate.  It  can  merely 
propose  to  the  Senate.  The  question  is 
not  as  to  whether  or  not  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  can  decide.  The 
question  is  whether  or  not  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  can  decide. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  point,  but  what  I  meant  to  say 
was  that  it  was  up  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  to  report  a  bill  to  the 
Senate  with  this  provision  in  it,  and  that 
it  was  peculiarly  a  subject  with  which 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  should 
deal  in  considering  an  appropriation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  permit  the  Chair  to  ask  him  a  ques¬ 
tion  which  bears  on  the  point  he  is 
making? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Certainly. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  How  is  the 
fact  established  that  a  nation  has  violated 
or  is  violating  a  treaty  with  the  United 
States?  Under  this  amendment,  is  the 
Administrator  to  be  the  arbiter  of  that? 
Is  he  to  decide  whether  a  given  nation 
is  violating  a  treaty  under  which  decision 
.he  could  withhold  these  funds?  Can  the 
Senate  decide?  The  State  Department 
might  protest  against  a  certain  action 
which  it  claims  is  a  violation  of  the 
treaty.  It  is  not  a  unilateral  proceeding. 
There  must  be  some  judicature  some¬ 
where  in  the  world  as  to  whether  a  treaty 
is  being  violated.  There  are  certain  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  United  Nations  Charter 
under  which  it  can  adjudicate  such  a 
matter.  But  under  this  amendment, 
who  would  decide,  who  could  decide? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  It  does  not  seem  to 
me  that  anyone  needs  to  decide  that 
question.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  suf¬ 
ficient  if  the  point  is  raised.  Then  the 
Administrator,  administering  the  fund, 
can  bring  the  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  nation  involved,  and  the  nation  in¬ 
volved,  or  the  Administrator,  or  both  of 
them  together,  can  satisfy  themselves  as 
to  whether  a  treaty  is  being  violated,  or, 
if  it  is  being  violated,  whether  the  mat¬ 
ter  can  be  adjusted. 

It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  directive,  as  a 
part  of  the  substance  of  this  appropria¬ 
tion,  to  the  Administrator  to  give  great 
care  to  the  question  of  whether  there  is 
a  violation  of  any  treaty  between  any 
nation  concerned,  which  takes  advantage 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act  and  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  In  other 
words,  it  is  a  directive  on  the  conduct 
of  the  Administrator  in  handling  the 
funds,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  proper 
directive  to  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit,  and  the  Chair  will  indulge  me, 
there  is  no  question  but  that  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  would  decide  in  the  first  instance. 
The  appropriation  is  made  to  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration.  But 
the  basic  law,  the  first  ECA  Act  we 
passed,  contains  a  section  which  deals 
specifically  with  this  situation.  Since 
we  have  gotten  off  on  this  matter,  I  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  the  Chair  to  section 
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105  of  the  act,  which  provides  the  gen¬ 
eral  functions  of  the  Administrator.  It 
proceeds  in  subsection  4  on  page  4  of 
the  printed  act  as  follows: 

Terminate  provision  of  assistance  or  take 
other  remedial  action  as  provided  in  section 
118  of  this  title. 

(b)  In  order  to  strengthen  and  make 
more  effective  the  conduct  of  the  foreign 
relations  of  the  United  States — 

This  is  in  the  law: 

The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  keep  each  other  fully  and  cur¬ 
rently  informed  on  matters,  including  pros¬ 
pective  action,  arising  within  the  scope  of 
their  respective  duties  which  are  pertinent 
to  the  duties  of  the  other. 

I  invite  the  Chair’s  attention  specifi¬ 
cally  to  this  language: 

Whenever  the  Secretary  of  State  believes 
that  any  action,  proposed  action,  or  failure 
to  act  on  the  part  of  the  Administrator  is 
inconsistent  with  the  foreign-policy  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States,  he  shall  consult 
with  the  Administrator  and,  if  differences  of 
view  are  not  adjusted  by  consultation,  the 
matter  shall  be  referred  to  the  President  for 
final  decision. 

So  I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
appropriation  being  made  to  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration,  the 
decision  of  the  question  shall  be  made 
by  the  Administrator,  and  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  disagreed  with  him  in  the 
final  analysis,  the  decision  would  be 
made  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  fully  with  what  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  said,  and  I  should  like  to 
add  just  one  further  thought. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Did  not  my  good 
friend  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
himself  offer  in  the  Senate  precisely  this 
same  general  proposal  as  legislation  on 
April  5,  1949? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Yes,  indeed,  he  did.. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  And  it  was  de¬ 
bated  for  some  time,  and  on  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote  it  was  defeated.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  And  subse¬ 
quently  it  was  again  submitted  to  the 
Senate  by  the  able  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  and  it  was  again  defeated.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  do  not  recall  that. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Upon  what 
theory  does  the  Senator  think  that  this 
language  now  ceases  to  be  legislation? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  Senator’s  point 
is,  if  I  may  say  so,  that  this  not  only  may 
be  the  subject  of  legislation,  but  it  also 
may  be  the  proper  subject  of  limitation 
or  direction  in  an  appropriation  bill. 
The  junior  Senator  from  Connecticut 
submits  that  the  mere  fact  that  it  may 
have  been  defeated  as  a  matter  of  legis¬ 
lative  policy  when  the  original  act  was 
before  the  Senate,  does  not  prevent  the 
question  being  raised  again  if  it  can 
properly  be  raised  in  connection  with  an 
appropriation  measure.  It  is  the  conten¬ 
tion  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  that  it  can  be  properly  raised 
again  in  the  consideration  of  this  ap¬ 


propriation  measure  because  it  is  noth¬ 
ing  more  than  a  directive  in  connection 
with  an  appropriation,  which  partakes 
of  the  very  substance  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  itself,  that  the  Administrator  and  all 
who  administer  these  funds  shall  pay 
particular  attention  to  the  laws  and 
treaties  of  the  United  States  and  be 
guided  by  them.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
nothing  more  than  that.  Mr.  President, 
I  hope  that  point  of  view  will  be  sus¬ 
tained. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
asks  the  Secretary  to  read  section  118  of 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TERMINATION  OF  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  118.  The  Administrator,  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  form  and  measure  of  assistance  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  title  to  any  participating 
country,  shall  take  into  account  the  extent  to 
which  such  country  is  complying  with  its 
undertakings  embodied  in  its  pledges  to 
other  participating  countries  and  in  its 
agreement  concluded  with  the  United  States 
under  section  115.  The  Administrator  shall 
terminate  the  provision  of  assistance  under 
this  title  to  any  participating  country  when¬ 
ever  he  determines  that  (1)  such  country 
is  not  adhereing  to  its  agreement  concluded 
under  section  115,  or  is  diverting  from  the 
purposes  of  this  title  assistance  provided 
hereunder,  and  that  in  the  circumstances 
remedial  action  other  than  termination  will 
not  more  effectively  promote  the  purposes  of 
this  title  or  (2)  because  of  changed  condi¬ 
tions,  assistance  is  no  longer  consistent  with 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States. 
Termination  of  assistance  to  any  country 
under  this  section  shall  include  the  termi¬ 
nation  of  deliveries  of  all  supplies  scheduled 
under  the  aid  program  for  such  country  and 
not  yet  delivered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  is  no 
further  argument  on  the  point  of  order 
the  Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Chair  indulge  me  one  moment? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes.  . 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  insist  that  under  the 
language  of  section  118  the  amendment 
is  specifically  in  order  because  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Administrator  shall  decide 
that,  because  of  changed  conditions 
which  relate  to  a  treaty  violation,  assist¬ 
ance  is  no  longer  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  of  the  United  States. 
What  could  be  more  important  than  to 
have  strict  adherence  to  a  treaty?  What 
could  be  more  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  of  the  United  States  than 
strict  adherence  to  and  compliance  with 
a  solemn  treaty  entered  into '  with  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  raise  one  point  which  does  not  seem 
to  me  to  have  been  sufficiently  discussed 
during  the  debate.  That  has  to  do  with 
the  second  part  of  rule  XVI  dealing  with 
contingencies,  which  was  incorporated  in 
the  rule  because  of  the  Reorganization 
Act. 

I  read  a  portion  of  the  language  of  the 
amendment: 

Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  the  funds 
herein  appropriated  with  respect  to  which 
local  currencies  are  deposited  *  *  * 

shall  *  *  *  be  made  available  for  ex¬ 

penditure  by  any  recipient  country  so  long 
as  such  country  ( 1 )  falls  to  comply  with  any 
treaty  with  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  to  assume  in 
the  beginning  that  the  participating 
countries  are  complying  with  the  treaties 


this  country  has  with  them.  So  there 
must  be  a  violation  of  such  treaty  before 
the  provision  of  the  amendment  goes  in¬ 
to  effect.  Consequently,  if  that  is  not 
a  contingency  under  rule  XVI,  I  do  not 
understand  the  meaning  of  the  term. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  who  shall  determine  whether  or 
not  a  treaty  has  been  violated;  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Vice  President  and  every 
Member  of  the  Senate  knows  with  what 
respect  and  dignity  we  regard  treaties 
which  we  have  with  other  countries.  It 
is  not  every  agent  who  goes  out  over  Eu¬ 
rope,  or  to  any  other  part  of  the  globe 
to  a  country  with  which  we  have  a  treaty, 
who  is  going  to  have  the  power  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  the  nation  in  ques¬ 
tion  is  violating  its  treaty  with  the 
United  States.  A  long  period  of  exami¬ 
nation,  and  exhaustive  research  must  be 
made  before  the  facts  are  submitted  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  so  he 
could  make  determination  whether  or 
not  a  treaty  with  France,  for  example, 
were  being  violated. 

Obviously  additional  duties  and  obliga¬ 
tions  will  be  placed  upon  the  ECA  Ad¬ 
ministrator  if  he  is  the  official  who,  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  the  amendment,  is 
to  gather  the  evidence  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  so  it  may  be  submitted  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  for  his 
final  determination.  This  violates  rule 
XVI.  This  is  legislation  and  not  a  limita¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  the  opposite  view 
from  that  expressed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Connecticut  in  the  argu¬ 
ment  he  just  made.  There  must  be  a 
violation  of  the  treaty  before  the  terms 
of  the  act  apply,  and  that  certainly  in¬ 
volves  a  contingency. 

Mr.  DULLES.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
suggest  that  this  is  an  act  which  finds 
that  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States  requires  that  economic  aid  shall 
be  given  to  certain  countries.  The  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  says  that  the  national 
interest  of  the  United  States  may  not 
be  served  if,  perchance,  one  of  the  signa¬ 
tory  countries  once  violates  a  treaty.  I 
cannot  conceive  of  an  amendment  which 
would  be  more  legislative  than  an 
amendment  which  says  that  the  national 
interest  of  the  United  States,  as  found 
by  the  Congress,  as  exemplified  in  this 
act,  today  cannot  be  served  because  of  a 
possible  violation  of  a  treaty.  One  might 
just  as  well  say,  Mr.  President,  that  it 
was  not  legislation  if  during  the  height 
of  the  World  War  the  Appropriations 
Committee  had  adopted  an  amendment 
to  appropriations  bills  for  the  military 
service  saying  we  could  not  give  military 
aid  to  our  allies  in  fighting  the  war  be¬ 
cause,  perchance,  France  and  Morocco 
violated  a  100-year-old  treaty. 

Certainly,  the  purpose  of  the  act  is  to 
serve  and  protect  the  interest  of  the 
United  States,  which  the  preamble  of  the 
act  says  Congress  has  found  must  be 
served  by  giving  this  economic  aid. 
Now  to  say  that  we  cannot  give  such  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  because  of  a  treaty  violation 
certainly  is  legislation  to  the  nth  degree. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
speak  for  only  a  moment  on  this  subject. 
It  appears  to  me  that  in  the  last  analysis 
the  decision  is  going  to  be  the  same  as 
far  as  furnishing  American  aid  to  any 
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foreign  country  violating  a  treaty  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  it  would  be  under  the  present 
law.  Frankly,  I  feel  that  any  nation 
that  would  be  construed  by  the  President 
and  by  the  Administrator  and  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  as  having  violated  a  treaty 
with  the  United  States,  if  they  saw  fit 
so  to  construe  it,  would  also  be  construed 
as  pursuing  a  policy  that  would  be  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States.  However,  to  approach 
this  particular  problem,  I  construe  this 
objection  to  be  based  upon  the  language 
of  rule  XVI,  which  states: 

Nor  shall  any  restriction  on  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  funds  appropriated  which  pro¬ 
poses  a  limitation  not  authorized  by  law  be 
received  if  such  restriction  is  to  take  effect 
or  cease  to  be  effective  upon  the  happening 
of  a  contingency. 

The  argument  has  been  made  that  this 
matter  is  legislation,  because  certain  re¬ 
strictions  were  included  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  act,  and  that  this  is  not  one  of  those 
restrictions.  The  words  “restriction” 
and  “limitation”  are  synonymous.  They 
mean  the  same  thing.  We  are  restricting 
or  limiting  the  purposes  for  which  funds 
can  be  spent.  Any  authorization  act  is 
necessarily  a  restriction.  It  contains 
many  restrictions.  We  authorize  ex¬ 
penditures  for  certain  purposes.  But 
rule  XVI  clearly  contemplates  that  there 
is  a  difference  between  legislation  and 
limitations.  After  restrictions  and  limi¬ 
tations  have  already  been  laid  down,  rule 
XVI  clearly  contemplates  that  further 
limitations  may  be  proposed  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  but  it  provides 
that  the  limitation  may  not  be  received 
if  it  is  not  authorized  by  law. 

Is  this  limitation  authorized  by  law? 
I  contend  that  it  is.  Here  we  have  a 
treaty  entered  into  between  the  United 
States  and  a  foreign  power.  It  is  the 
supreme  law  of  the  land.  I  believe  that 
a  treaty  overrides  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
We  say  that  the  treaty  is  being  violated 
by  a  foreign  power.  If  that  foreign  power 
is  violating  a  treaty,  it  is  probably  incon¬ 
sistent  with  our  foreign  policy,  in  my 
judgment,  for  the  United  States  to  fur¬ 
nish  further  economic  aid  to  that  coun¬ 
try.  But  certainly  the  Appropriations 
Committee  is  authorized  by  law  to  pro¬ 
pose  to  the  Senate,  under  our  rules,  that 
we  shut  off  aid  to  such  a  country  when 
that  country  is  violating  its  treaty  with 
the  United  States.  I  contend  that  this 
is  a  limitation  authorized  by  law,  and 
that  as  such  it  will  lie,  under  the  rule. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  speak  briefly  in  reply  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles!.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  stated  that  the  purpose  of  the  act 
was  the  economic  rehabilitation  of  cer¬ 
tain  European  countries.  Indeed  it  is. 
But  it  seems  to  me  that  his  argument 
goes  to  the  extent  of  saying  that  since 
this  is  primarily  a  rehabilitation  act,  and 
the  appropriation  is  for  that  purpose,  the 
Senate  is  foreclosed  from  raising  the 
question  of  violation  of  a  law  or  treaty 
because  it  may  interfere  with  the  eco¬ 
nomic  rehabilitation  of  those  nations. 

Mr.  DULLES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DULLES.  I  may  have  misstated 
myself,  I  did  not  suggest  that  the  Sen¬ 


ate  could  not  do  so  through  legislation, 
as  has  been  attempted.  I  did  say  that 
the  Appropriations  Committee  could  not 
do  it. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  am  glad  to  stand 
thus  corrected.  But  I  go  one  step  fur¬ 
ther  and  say,  as  I  said  before,  that  this 
limitation  or  directive,  being  part  and 
parcel  of  the  appropriation  itself,  is 
plainly  within  the  province  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  in  my  humble 
judgment. 

Let  me  say  one  or  two  sentences  in 
answer  to  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  He  says  that  this 
provision  does  not  become  operative  ex¬ 
cept  upon  the  happening  of  a  contin¬ 
gency,  and  consequently  is  in  violation 
of  the  rule  of  the  Senate.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  a  violation  of  the  law  a  contin¬ 
gency  within  the  province  of  the  rule? 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not.  It  may 
very  well  be  a  contingency;  but  must 
we  continue  to  pour  out  money  and  the 
Senate  say  nothing  about  it?  Can  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  which  rec¬ 
ommends  appropriations,  say  nothing 
about  it  if  the  Administrator  wants  to 
continue  to  pour  out  money  in  violation 
of  laws  and  treaties  of  the  United  States? 
I  humbly  submit  that  such  a  contention 
is  not  in  accord  with  sound  public  policy. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  the  Senator  will  refer 
to  the  rule,  I  ask  him  if  he  does  not  agree 
that  if  this  is  a  limitation  authorized  by 
law,  even  though  it  be  based  upon  a 
contingency,  it  will  lie,  under  the  rule. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  stated  it 
much  better  than  I  did. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
takes  the  position  that  the  rule  forbids 
any  restriction  or  limitation  based  upon 
a  contingency.  It  is  the  position  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Connecticut,  and 
apparently  also  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  that  there  are  contin¬ 
gencies  which  are  outside  the  rule.  I 
submit  that  if  this  is  a  contingency,  it 
is  that  kind  of  a  contingency. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  it  not  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  power  of  the  Administra¬ 
tor  to  give  him,  and  him  alone,  the  au¬ 
thority  tb  determine  whether  or  not  a 
treaty  is  being  violated?  It  seems  to  me, 
following  up  the  ideas  expressed  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vanden- 
berg]  and  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles]  that  putting  the  power  in 
the  hands  of  the  Administrator  alone  to 
determine  whether  or  not  there  has  been 
a  violation  of  a  treaty  is  an  extension  of 
his  authority  and  is,  therefore,  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  law. 

I  invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  a 
letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  Ernest  A.  Gross,  dated  July  29, 
1949,  and  addressed  to  me,  in  which  he 
says : 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  interpretation  of 
United  States  treaty  rights  in  French  Mo¬ 
rocco  has  consistently  presented  a  problem 
to  this  Government;  and  consequently 
these  rights  cannot  be  said  to  be  well  de¬ 
fined. 


This  amendment  would  leave  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  Administrator  alone  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  a  treaty  had  been  vio¬ 
lated.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  a  dis¬ 
tinct  extension  of  his  powers,  and  is, 
therefore,  legislation. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  In  reply,  let  me  say 
that  what  this  directive  does  is  to  tell 
the  Administrator  to  do  his  job,  to  ob¬ 
serve  the  treaties  between  this  Nation 
and  other  nations,  and  to  observe  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  He  ought  to 
do  it  anyway;  but  if  the  matter  is 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  author¬ 
ity  which  grants  the  money,  it  seems  to 
me  that  that  authority,  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  has  a  right  to  say  to 
the  Administrator,  “We  are  particularly 
interested  in  your  seeing  to  it  that  the 
laws  and  treaties  of  the  United  States 
shall  not  in  any  way  be  violated  by  those 
who  are  to  receive  this  aid.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
is  ready  to  rule.  The  discussion  has  been 
enlightening,  and  has  materially  aided 
the  Chair  in  reaching  his  conclusion  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  point  of  order. 

The  act  under  which  we  are  operating, 
the  ECA  Act,  in  a  long  preamble  sets 
forth  certain  statements  and  facts  which 
Congress  adopted  as  a  matter  of  policy. 
Among  them  is  the  declaration  that  this 
program  is  necessary  for  the  economic 
and  other  welfare  of  the  United  States. 
The  Chair  is  not  quoting  verbatim,  but 
in  a  general  way  the  statement  is  that 
it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States 
to  conduct  this  program. 

Subsequently  Congress  proceeded  to 
implement  that  declaration  of  policy  by 
the  details  of  the  original  Act.  Section 
118  sets  forth  the  obligation  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  with  reference  to  certain 
things  which  he  must  take  into  consid¬ 
eration  in  determining  whether  the  re¬ 
cipient  countries  are  entitled  to  the  aid 
provided.  Among  other  things,  they 
were  required  to  do  certain  things  with 
respect  to  their  currencies.  They  were 
required  to  do  certain  things  looking 
toward  the  balancing  of  their  budgets. 
They  were  required  to  engage  in  self- 
help  and  mutual  cooperation  among  the 
participating  nations  through  multila¬ 
teral  treaties  among  them,  and  bilateral 
treaties  between  each  of  them  and  the 
United  States. 

Section  118  authorizes  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  determine  whether  these  con¬ 
ditions  are  being  met,  in  determining 
whether  aid  should  be  continued,  or 
withdrawn  or  terminated.  Nowhere  in 
section  118  or  in  any  other  part  of  the 
act,  so  far  as  the  Chair  is  aware,  is 
there  any  authority  for  the  Administra¬ 
tor  to  determine  whether,  a  recipient 
nation  is  violating  some  other  treaty 
which  it  has  entered  into  with  the 
United  States,  wholly  beyond  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  ECA. 

If  there  is  no  such  authority  to  with¬ 
draw  aid  because  of  the  violation  of  some 
other  treaty,  which  has  no  relationship 
to  the  agreements  referred  to  in  the  act, 
certainly  it  seems  to  the  Chair  that  for 
the  Senate  or  the  Congress  to  give  the 
Administrator  the  authority  to  determine 
that  matter,  and  to  withhold  aid  to  any 
country  which  he  found  was  violating 
some  other  treaty,  would  be  an  extension 
of  his  authority — an  extension  of  author- 
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ity  to  one  who  really  has  no  power  to 
determine  that  question. 

No  single  individual  can  decide  finally 
whether  or  not  a  treaty  is  being  violated. 
Under  international  law  there  are  certain 
usages  which  may  bring  such  a  question 
to  an  ultimate  decision,  but  it  is  not  with¬ 
in  the  province  of  the  Administrator,  the 
Secretary  of  State,  or  even  tt  e  President 
to  determine  finally  and  unilaterally 
whether  a  treaty  is  being  violated.  They 
may  arbitrarily  withdraw  aid  if  they  be¬ 
lieve  that  one  is  being  violated  because, 
ir  any  event,  there  is  no  remedy  if  the 
aid  is  withdrawn.  But  it  does  not  seem 
to  the  Chair  that  a  provision  withhold¬ 
ing  aid  from  any  country  which  is  a 
participating  country  under  this  law,  and 
which  has  not  violated  any  agreements 
made  under  this  law,  would  be  in  order 
because  that  would  seem  to  the  Chair  to 
be  legislation  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
original  act  and  beyond  the  power  of  the 
Congress  tc  enact. 

The  question  of  contingency  has  arisen. 
The  definition  of  the  word  “contingency” 
reminds  the  Chair  of  a  discussion  be¬ 
tween  two  Irishmen  as  to  what  is  a  con¬ 
tingency.  They  got  into  quite  an  argu¬ 
ment  about  it,  and  finally  they  called  in 
a  third  Irishman  to  get  him  to  tell  if 
he  knew  what  a  contingency  was.  He 
said,  “Well,  a  contingency  is  this:  If  you 
lose  your  case,  your  lawyer  gets  nothing. 
But  if  you  win  the  case,  you  get  nothing.” 
[Laughter.] 

After  all,  “contingency”  is  a  broad 
term  which  may  be  defined  according  to 
the  conception  of  the  definer. 

But  it  seems  to  the  Chair  that  a  con¬ 
tingency  is  any  happening  which  may 
occur  in  the  future,  whether  it  be  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  a  treaty,  a  drought  in  some  re¬ 
cipient  country,  or  any  other  condition 
which  may  happen  in  the  future  and 
which  would  be  used  as  a  basis  for  action 
on  the  part  of  those  who  administer  an 
amendment  or  measure  of  this  sort. 

Certainly  the  Chair  cannot  assume 
that  any  one  of  the  recipient  nations 
is  now  violating  that  provision.  There¬ 
fore,  the  Chair  must  assume  that  this 
matter  relates  to  a  future  contingency. 

Under  the  circumstances,  aside  from 
the  fact  that  the  Senate  had  a  chance 
to  put  such  language  in  the  original  act, 
but  did  not  do  so — which  is  a  persuasive, 
but  not  conclusive,  consideration:  and 
even  if  an  amendment  had  not  been 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Baldwin]  and  other  Senators  and 
had  not  been  voted  down  by  the  Senate, 
the  Chair  feels  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  original  act  authorizing  the  Senate 
to  pass  upon  the  question  of  the  violation 
of  other  treaties;  and  therefore  the 
amendment  is  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  and  is  legislation  in  violation 
of  the  new  part  of  rule  XVI  which  the 
Chair  thinks  was  passed  on  only  yester¬ 
day,  and  not  before,  because  the  question 
with  respect  to  it  had  not  previously 
arisen.  In  other  words,  the  Chair  be¬ 
lieves  that  this  amendment  is  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  both  those  subsections,  as  legisla¬ 
tion  on  an  appropriation  bill,  and  is  vio¬ 
lative  of  the  provision  of  the  rule  that 
an  amendment  cannot  be  offered  if  it  is 
to  take  effect  upon  the  happening  of  a 
contingency. 


Therefore  the  Chair  sustains  the  point 
of  order. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  very  much  to  prolong  the  discussion 
of  this  matter,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  I  have  the  feeling  that 
whatever  may  be  the  outcome  of  it,  I 
have  it  on  a  contingent  basis,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  story  just  related  by 
the  Chair.  [Laughter.] 

However,  I  have  a  conviction  that  this 
issue  is  of  such  importance  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  United  States  itself  should  pass 
upon  it. 

I  respectfully  submit  that  under  the 
specific  language  of  the  Europeon  Co¬ 
operation  Act  this  amendment  is  com¬ 
pletely  in  order. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  argument,  I 
shall  abandon  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  Mr.  President.  This  is 
not  due  to  lack  of  respect  for  that  docu¬ 
ment  but  because  I  fear  I  would  get  very 
little  help  by  relying  on  the  Constitution 
or  on  that  provision  of  the  Constitution 
which  makes  treaties  a  part  of  the  su¬ 
preme  law  of  the  land,  and  by  arguing 
that  since  they  are  the  law  of  the  land, 
any  limitation  which  is  based  upon  an 
existing  treaty  is  in  order. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  opinion  section 
118  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  was 
written  with  a  specific  view  to  possible 
violation  of  other  treaties.  The  Chair 
Jhas  ruled  that  no  other  treaty  had  any 
part  whatever  in  it.  I  ask  Senators  to 
listen  to  the  reading  of  that  language. 
I  shall  not  read  all  of  it,  because  I  wish 
to  be  as  brief  as  possible.  But  I  read  a 
part  of  it,  as  follows: 

The  Administrator  shall  terminate  the 
provision  of  assistance  under  this  title  to  any 
participating  country  whenever  he  deter¬ 
mines  that — 

I  now  skip  a  line — 

(2)  because  of  changed  conditions,  assist¬ 
ance  is  no  longer  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  that  language  was  writ¬ 
ten  specifically  to  protect  the  national 
interest  of  the  United  States  against  the 
possibility  that-  nations  which  have 
treaties  of  friendship  with  us  today 
might  in  future  violate  those  treaties  or 
might  enter  into  a  treaty  with  another 
foreign  power  whose  interest  was  inim¬ 
ical  to  our  own  interests. 

Indeed,  it  was  specifically  argued  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  when  this  legis¬ 
lation  was  under  consideration,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  that  if  any  of  these  nations  did  en¬ 
ter  into  any  international  relations  with 
the  Soviet  Union — and,  Mr.  President, 
we  might  as  well  call  the  name  of  that 
power — this  assistance  would  immedi¬ 
ately  be  withdrawn. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
whether,  in  consideration  of  the  state¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  on  the  floor 
of  the- Senate — statements  to  the  effect 
that  the  Administrator  could  not  deter¬ 
mine  whether  a  treaty  had  been  violated 
or  had  not  been  violated — the  question 
of  whether  a  treaty  is  violated  is  wholly 


beside  the  point,  in  relation  to  the  act. 
So,  in  view  of  what  has  been  said  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  or  in  view  of  what  has 
been  said  by  the  Chair,  I  inquire  of  the 
Senator  whether  any  consideration  has 
been  given  to  the  provisions  of  section 
105  (b)  of  the  act,  namely — 

In  order  to  strengthen  and  make  more 
effective  the  conduct  of  the  foreign  rela¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States — 

(1)  The  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
of  State  shall  keep  each  other  fully  and 
currently  informed  on  matters,  including 
prospective  action,  arising  within  the  scope 
of  their  respective  duties  which  are  perti¬ 
nent  to  the  duties  of  the  other. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  that  in  the  effort  to  persuade  the 
Chair  that  this  amendment  is  in  order, 
I  read  all  of  subsection  (b)  of  section 
105  of  the  act,  which  provides  the  very 
machinery  for  using  a  treaty  breach  as 
a  basis  for  ceasing  or  suspending  all  such 
aid  to  a  nation  which  may  violate  a 
treaty  which  it  has  with  us. 

Mr.  President,  to  sustain  the  decision 
of  the  Chair  would  put  us  in  the  ridicu¬ 
lous  position  that  if  tomorrow  Italy  were 
to  renounce  the  Atlantic  Pact  and  were 
to  form  an  alliance  with  or  become  a 
satellite  of  the  Soviet  Union,  we  would 
have  no  right  to  terminate  aid  to  Italy 
under  this  measure.  If  the  Chair’s  de¬ 
cision  is  sustained,  that  is  what  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  do;  the  Senate  then  will  be  say¬ 
ing  that  if  tomorrow  Italy  were  to  re¬ 
nounce  the  Atlantic  Pact  and  were  to 
sign  an  agreement  bringing  Italy  under 
Russia’s  orbit  and  making  Italy  a  satel¬ 
lite  state  to  Russia,  then — under  those 
conditions — we  could  not  cut  off  the  flow 
of  American  aid  and  American  dollars 
going  to  Italy  under  the  European  Re¬ 
covery  Act. 

Tire  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  allow  the  Chair  to 
ask  him  a  question  at  this  point? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Of  course,  in 
this  case  we  must  consider  the  difference 
between  the  violation  of  a  treaty  and  the 
renunciation  or  abrogation  of  a  treaty. 
The  latter  is  the  exercise  of  the  right 
of  each  party  to  a  treaty,  including  our¬ 
selves,  to  withdraw  from  a  treaty  by 
abrogating  or  terminating  its  adherence 
to  the  treaty. 

The  question  posed  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chair,  is 
not  the  abrogation  of  a  treaty,  for  any 
nation  has  a  right  to  abrogate  a  treaty 
or  to  renounce  a  treaty  on  its  terms,  and 
that  can  be  done  without  violating  the 
terms  of  the  treaty;  but  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Chair,  that  is  quite  a  different 
matter  from  a  violation  of  a  treaty  which 
still  is  in  effect,  which  is  what  it  seems 
jto  the  Chair  this  amendment  contem¬ 
plates. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
see  no  difference  between  changes  in 
treaties  which  affect  our  national  inter¬ 
est,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned.  Of  course, 
I  am  not  as  great  a  technician  on  these 
matters  as  is  the  Chair  or  as  are  some 
other  Members  of  the  Senate.  But  to  my 
mind,  a  treaty  is  a  treaty  and  a  violation 
is  a  violation. 

The  other  day  I  voted  for  the  so-called 
North  Atlantic  Pact.  I  understood  it  was 
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an  association  of  nations  for  a  period  of 
20  years.  It  is  a  treaty.  For  my  part, 
I  intend  to  do  what  I  can  to  see  that  the 
United  States  gives  full  faith  and  credit 
to  it.  But  if  other  powers  signatory  to 
the  Atlantic  Pact  violate  it,  then  I  have 
no  hesitancy  in  saying  that  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  by  way  of  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  has  a 
right  to  cut  off  the  supply  of  dollars  to 
such  nation,  and  that  will  not  be  legis¬ 
lation  on  an  appropriation  bill,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  section  118  specifically 
gives  the  Administrator  the  power  to 
terminate  such  assistance  when  it  is  no 
longer  consistent  with  the  national  in¬ 
terest  of  the  United  States,  and  also  in 
view  of  the  fact  machinery  is  set  up, 
under  section  105,  for  that  decision  to  be 
reviewed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  that  matter  is 
foursquare  not  only  with  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States,  which  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  give  credit  to  and  uphold  the 
sanctity  of  treaties,  but  with  the  specific 
language  of  the  European  Cooperation 
Act. 

Perhaps  in  the  view  of  some  Senators 
I  made  a  mistake  in  becoming  interested 
in  this  matter.  My  interest  arose  in  a 
most  unusual  way.  I  happened  to  find 
in  the  so-called  junk  mail  that  comes 
into  my  office  a  letter  from  one  who  de¬ 
scribed  himself  as  an  American  citizen, 
who  said  he  was  being  victimized 
through  the  violation  of  a  solemn  treaty 
this  Nation  had  entered  into  with  an¬ 
other  power.  I  had  never  seen  the  man. 
I  had  never  heard  of  him.  When  Mr. 
Hoffman  came  before  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  I  asked  him  a  few  ques¬ 
tions.  I  asked  him  about  this  specific 
situation.  Mr.  Hoffman  replied,  “Yes, 
there  may  be  a  matter  of  principle  in¬ 
volved  there.  There  undoubtedly  is. 
These  American  citizens  have  some 
treaty  rights.  But  there  are  only  about 
37  of  them  involved.”  There  was  some¬ 
thing  about  the  statement  that  gagged 
me.  I  have  not  yet  accepted  altogether 
the  idea  that  nationality  is  something 
of  which  a  man  should  be  completely 
ashamed.  I  thought  in  my  mind  if  there 
was  only  one  American  citizen  involved, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Economic  Admin¬ 
istrator,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment — yes,  it  is  our  duty  as  Senators 
of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  the  duty 
even  of  Senators  who  have  never  heard 
of  the  man,  to  do  what  we  can  to  see 
that  his  rights  are  protected. 

I  voted  for  the  European  Recovery  Ad¬ 
ministration.  I  voted  for  the  appropri¬ 
ations  to  implement  it.  That  did  not 
mean  that  I  thought  any  individual 
American  citizen,  wherever  he  might  be 
under  the  canopy  of  God’s  heaven,  did 
not  still  have  about  him  the  flag  of  this 
Republic,  and  that  we  were  not  interested 
in  him.  Even  though  he  be  a  humble 
man,  and  even  though  he  be  a  wayfaring 
man,  he  is  an  American  citizen,  and  he 
is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  United 
States.  He  is  entitled  to  his  rights 
wherever  he  may  be.  The  argument  that 
there  were  but  37  American  citizens  in¬ 
volved  did  not  appeal  to  me  one  iota. 
Neither,  I  may  say,  does  the  argument 
that  it  is  a  100-year-old  treaty  appeal  to 


me  one  iota.  If  a  treaty  is  a  hundred 
years  old,  it  is  still  entitled  to  respect, 
just  as  if  it  were  entered  into  only  day 
before  yesterday. 

I  realize,  Mr.  President,  those  are  the 
arguments  of  the  fast  vanishing  Ameri¬ 
can,  but  they  are  my  views.  I  think,  un¬ 
til  we  have  organized  the  world  state, 
every  American  citizen  is  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  his  rights  from  whatever 
source  derived  so  long  as  they  are  legiti¬ 
mate,  wherever  he  may  be  in  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  American  sentiment 
has  changed  somewhat  on  this.  There 
was  another  occasion  on  which  the  rights 
of  an  American  citizen  were  violated. 
It  happened  that  that  was  also  in  north 
Africa.  An  American  citizen  was  seized 
by  a  bandit  and  kidnapped,  and  word 
was  immediately  sent  to  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  Theodore  Roosevelt  was  Presi¬ 
dent  at  the  time.  Word  came  that  we 
had  better  get  the  ransom  over  there  if 
we  wanted  to  protect  the  rights  of  that 
American  citizen.  The  ransom  was  not 
sent.  We  sent  instead  one  of  the  shortest 
messages  of  all  time — “We  want  Perdi- 
caris  alive  or  Raisuli  dead.”  That  was 
the  message  sent  to  the  American  consul 
at  Morocco.  He  was  either  to  deliver 
the  American  alive,  or  to  bring  in  the 
body  of  the  man  who  was  denying  him 
his  rights. 

Today  we  are  told  there  are  only  37 
American  citizens  involved.  In  other 
words,  not  satisfied  with  denying  them 
their  rights  in  violation  of  the  treaty, 
we  will  ship  them  some  more  Americans 
along  with  the  goods  we  have  given 
them,  and  let  them  violate  the  rights 
that  are  theirs  also  under  the  treaty.  I 
submit,  Mr.  President,  there  ought  to  be 
some  way  by  which  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  can  deal  with  the  situa¬ 
tion.  I  know  nothing  about  the  details 
of  it  except  that  Mr.  Hoffman  himself 
in  his  testimony  said  the  men  were  being 
denied  rights.  As  it  appeared  to  him,  the 
fact  that  only  37  American  citizens  were 
involved  might  cause  the  Senate  to  say  it 
was  not  worthy  of  consideration.  But  I 
say,  Mr.  President,  if  they  have  any  un¬ 
due  rights  under  the  treaty,  the  State 
Department  should  renegotiate  the 
treaty  immediately  and  take  away  from 
them  any  such  rights.  They  ought  not 
to  hold-  them  out  to  American  citizens. 
But  here  are  the  treaty  rights  of  an 
American  citizen  in  this  area,  and  we 
permit  a  foreign  power  to  deny  him  his 
rights.  There  is  some  better  way  of  get¬ 
ting  at  it  than  to  put  us  in  the  position 
of  being  absolutely  callous  and  indiffer¬ 
ent  to  the  rights  of  an  American  citizen — 
not  one,  but  a  small  group,  only  37  of 
them.  Regardless  of  how  many  there 
are,  they  are  entitled  to  consideration  at 
the  hands  of  the  Senate.  They  are  pro¬ 
tected  under  the  amendment  by  the  clear 
language  of  the  ECA  Act,  which  gives 
a  right  to  withdraw  aid. 

Without  taking  more  of  the  time  of 
the  Senate  in  expounding  what  is  doubt¬ 
less  an  outworn  theory,  but  to  justify 
my  action  in  my  own  conscience,  I  re¬ 
spectfully  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is.  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 


Mr.  WHERRY  and  Mr.  McKELLAR 
requested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll, 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hayden 

Magnuson 

Anderson 

Hendrickson 

Malone 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

Martin 

Brewster 

Hill 

Maybank 

Bricker 

Hoey 

Millikin 

Bridges 

Holland 

Morse 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Myers 

Cain 

Ives 

Neely 

Capehart 

Jenner 

O’Conor 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Kern 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Dulles 

Kilgore 

Stennis 

Eastland  •- 

Knowland 

Taft 

Ecton 

Langer 

Taylor 

Ellender 

Lodge 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

Long 

Thomas,  Utah 

Flanders 

Lucas 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Vandenberg 

George 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Graham 

McGrath 

Wiley 

Green 

McKellar 

Williams 

Gurney 

McMahon 

Young 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  is,  Shall  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
before  the  Secretary  calls  the  roll  I  should 
like  to  have  placed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  a  copy 
of  a  letter  to  me  from  the  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  in  response  to  a  request 
of  mine  on  Morocco.  I  make  this  re¬ 
quest  because  I  expect  to  vote  to  sustain 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair,  as  I  believe  this 
amendment  does  violate  rule  XVI.  But 
I  agree  entirely  with  what  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  has  said.  The  same  gen¬ 
tleman  he  has  mentioned  has  been  in 
my  office  many  times.  I  believe  the  State 
Department  should  give  more  protec¬ 
tion  to  American  citizens  in  Morocco. 

The  letter  from  the  State  Department 
specifically  states : 

The  Department  has  repeatedly  recognized 
that  American  businessmen  have  specific 
legitimate  grievances  in  French  Morocco  that 
should  be  remedied,  and  these  grievances 
have  been  discussed  with  the  French  pro¬ 
tectorate  authorities  during  the  negotiations. 

I  ask  that  this  letter  be  placed  In  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

July  29,  1949. 

The  Honorable  Leverett  Saltonstall, 

United  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Senator  Saltonstall:  F’urther 
reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  May  19, 
1949,  with  which  you  enclosed  for  comment  a 
copy  of  remarks  received  from  one  of  your 
constituents  concerning  import-licensing 
regulations  in  French  Morocco.  The  Depart¬ 
ment's  comments  are  submitted  herewith,  on 
the  specific  points  made  by  your  corre¬ 
spondent. 

Coffee,  sugar,  and  tea  were  subject  to  the 
requirement  of  an  import  license  before  De- 
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csmber  30,  1948,  and  are  still  subject  to  that 
requirement.  The  Department  is  aware  that 
a  cession  of  a  part  of  these  imports  has 
been  required  as  they  are  goods  for  which 
the  French  consider  the  maintenance  of  a 
reasonably  stable  price  to  be  essential  for 
economic  or  political  reasons.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  recognizes  that  during  the  transitional 
period  control  of  the  prices  of  certain  essen¬ 
tial  commodities  is  necessary. 

The  Department  has  repeatedly  recognized 
that  American  businessmen  have  specific 
legitimate  grievances  in  French  Morocco  that 
should  be  remedied,  and  these  grievances 
have  been  discussed  with  the  French  protec¬ 
torate  authorities  during  the  negotiations. 
In  this  connection  I  refer  you  to  the  memo¬ 
randum  sent  to  you  on  June  11,  another  copy 
of  which  is  attached  for  your  ready  reference. 
The  Department  believes  that  the  position 
of  Americans  will  be  ameliorated  as  a  result 
of  these  discussions. 

Your  constituent  refers  to  the  illegal  hold¬ 
ing  of  merchandise  by  the  Moroccan  author¬ 
ities.  Upon  protest  by  the  State  Department, 
the  merchandise  that  was  held  illegally  was 
released.  The  Department  took  the  position 
that  the  application  of  the  regulations  to 
Americans  before  formal  assent  had  been 
given  was  illegal,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  French  knew  that  the  Department 
was,  in  general,  disposed  to  give  assent  to  the 
reegulations. 

Your  constituent  remarks  that  Morocco  is 
an  independent  country.  This  is  not  cor¬ 
rect,  in  that  the  major  part  of  the  country  is 
a  French  protectorate,  and  France  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  its  foreign  relations.  He  also  states 
that  the  United  States  has  well-defined 
treaty  rights  in  Morocco  and  that  the  State 
Department  is  relinquishing  two  important 
rights  of  these  treaties,  namely,  most- 
favored-nation  and  "open  door”  treatment  in 
assenting  to  the  decree  of  December  30,  1948. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  interpretation  of 
United  States  treaty  rights  in  French  Morocco 
has  consistently  presented  a  problem  to  this 
Government,  and  consequently  these  rights 
cannot  be  termed  well  defined.  Furthermore 
this  Government  did  not  relinquish  the 
rights  of  most-favored-nation  and  “open 
door”  treatment  in  assenting  to  this  decree. 
United  States  assent  was  given  as  a  tem¬ 
porary  expedient  with  full  reservation  of  ex¬ 
isting  United  States  treaty  rights. 

With  reference  to  your  constituent’s  re¬ 
marks  on  French  dollar  resources  and  in¬ 
creased  imports  from  Switzerland  and  Czech¬ 
oslovakia,  it  should  perhaps  be  reiterated 
that  because  of  the  inseparability,  under 
present  circumstances,  of  the  Moroccan  and 
French  foreign  exchange  situations,  unre¬ 
stricted  imports  from  the  United  States  into 
the  franc  zone  are  Impossible  at  the  present 
time.  Imports  from  countries  not  in  the 
dollar  area  are,  of  course,  subject  to  other 
criteria. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  Department’s 
objective  is  to  assure  an  appropriate  measure 
of  protection  to  the  interests  of  Americans 
in  the  French  Protectorate  of  Morocco  and 
that  the  choice  of  methods  for  achieving  this 
objective  has  to  be  determined  in  the  light 
of  changing  circumstances. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ernest  A.  Gross, 

Assistant  Secretary 
(For  the  Secretary  of  State). 

UNITED  STATES  ASSENT  TO  MOROCCAN  IMPORT 
CONTROLS  OE  DECEMBER  30,  1948 

For  a  period  of  several  months  prior  to 
December  30,  1948,  most  goods  could  be  im¬ 
ported  into  the  French  protectorate  of 
Morocco  without  an  import  license  as  long 
as  the  importer  did  not  request  from  the 
protectorate  exchange  office  an  allocation  of 
dollar  exchange  with  which  to  finance  such 
imports.  It  became  evident,  however,  that 
in  many  cases  goods  imported  in  this  way 


were  sold  for  francs,  and  the  francs  were  then 
either  used  to  purchase  dollars  in  French 
black  markets  or  were  exported  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  exchange-control  regulations  and 
used  to  purchase  dollars  in  Tangier.  These 
francs  in  either  case  exerted  a  strong  attrac¬ 
tion  for  dollars  to  move  illegally  out  of  the 
channels  of  the  French  exchange-control 
system.  They  put  pressure  on  the  franc  rate 
in  currency  markets,  and  reduced  the  number 
of  dollars  available  to  the  franc  zone. 

On  December  30,  1948,  the  French  pro¬ 
tectorate  authorities  in  Morocco  issued  a 
decree  relating  to  this  situation.  The  de¬ 
cree  provided  that  imports  made  without 
an  allocation  of  foreign  exchange  by  the 
protectorate  exchange  office  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  requirement  of  an  import 
license,  and  limited  such  imports  to  a  list 
of  essential  goods 

Because  of  the  United  States  treaty  posi¬ 
tion  in  Morocco,  no  law  or  regulation  may 
legally  be  applied  to  American  nationals  un¬ 
less  this  Government  has  given  assent 
thereto.  The  French  protectorate  authori¬ 
ties  therefore  requested  this  Government’s 
assent  to  the  application  of  this  decree  to 
American  nationals  resident  in  Morocco. 
The  protectorate  authorities  began  to  apply 
the  decree  before  assent  was  given,  and  de¬ 
tained  goods  consigned  to  Americans  in  the 
Moroccan  customs.  These  goods  were  re¬ 
leased  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of 
State  before  discussion  of  assent  took  place. 

The  Department  of  State  and  other  in¬ 
terested  agencies  of  the  Government  felt 
that  it  would  be  necessary,  in  view  of  certain 
practices  of  the  protectorate  government  to 
make  assent  to  the  decree  conditional  upon 
agreement  with  the  French  on  measures 
which  would  remedy  some  of  the  more  urgent 
grievances  of  Americans  in  Morocco  and 
which  would  protect  American  businessmen 
from  arbitrary  treatment  as  a  result  of  such 
assent. 

Discussions  were  therefore  initiated  be¬ 
tween  United  States  representatives  in  Mo¬ 
rocco  and  officials  of  the  French  protectorate 
government  with  respect  to  these  matters. 
They  included  the  failure  to  allocate  to 
Americans  a  reasonable  amount  of  dollar  ex¬ 
change;  the  employment  of  delaying  tactics 
in  granting  import  licenses  for  goods  which 
Americans  needed  for  the  maintenance  of 
enterprises  they  were  operating,  and  which 
they  wished  to  Import  without  an  allocation 
of  exchange  by  the  protectorate  exchange  of¬ 
fice;  the  assessment  of  customs  duties  on  the 
basis  of  arbitrary  valuations  of  imports;  the 
assessment  of  consumption  taxes  to  which 
this  Government  had  not  given  assent;  and 
other  matters,  such  as  the  failure  to  install 
telephones,  furnish  adequate  gasoline  ra¬ 
tions,  etc.  • 

During  the  course  of  the  negotiations,  the 
French  protectorate  authorities  made  the 
following  proposals: 

1.  With  respect  to  the  allocation  of  dollar 
exchange,  they  would  (a)  establish  a  com¬ 
prehensive  system  of  invitations  to  bid  on 
all  imported  products  susceptible  of  such 
treatment;  (b)  publicize  all  products  to  be 
imported;  (c)  establish  quotas  for  the  allo¬ 
cation  to  Americans  of  exchange  covering 
certain  commodities,  with  provision  for  new 
importers. 

2.  They  would  grant  licenses  liberally  for 
the  importation,  without  an  allocation  of 
foreign  exchange,  of  all  items  included  in  the 
list  of  essential  goods  published  with  the 
decree  of  December  30,  which  includes  capital 
equipment. 

3.  They  would  not  modify  this  list  without 
the  consent  of  the  American  consulates  in 
French  Morocco. 

4.  They  would  grant  licenses  for  the  im¬ 
portation,  without  an  allocation  of  foreign 
exchange,  of  maintenance  goods  not  on  the 
list,  upon  the  intervention  of  an  American 
consulate  in  Morocco, 
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5.  They  would  value  imports  on  a  uniform 
basis  for  customs  purposes. 

In  view  of  these  proposals,  and  of  this  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  interest  in  the  effective  utilization 
of  the  dollar  resources  of  the  franc  zone,  the 
American  Legation  at  Tangier,  Morocco,  upon 
instructions  from  the  Department  of  State, 
informed  the  French  protectorate  authori¬ 
ties  on  June  10  that  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  gave  its  assent  to  the  decree  for  a 
period  of  3  months  on  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  :  The  proposals  outlined  above  would  be 
placed  in  effect;  goods  shipped  to  Americans 
in  French  Morocco  before  June  26  would  be 
entered  without  license;  the  discussion  of 
other  problems,  such  as  consumption  taxes, 
would  continue.  The  assent  of  the  United 
States  Government  to  the  decree  was  given 
with  full  reservation  of  existing  United 
States  treaty  rights  in  Morocco. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
inquire  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  how  he  voted? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  think  I  voted 
against  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 
At  that  time  I  had  not  had  any  corre¬ 
spondence  or  any  discussion  on  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  since 
the  question  has  arisen  as  to  how  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  voted,  I 
want  to  make  it  very  clear  how  I  voted. 
I  voted  against  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut.  I  did  so  on  the  assurance  that 
the  State  Department  would  at  least  go 
into  the  matter  and  would  exercise  the 
authority  and  power  it  undoubtedly  has 
to  direct  Mr.  Hoffman  as  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  fund.  I  took  the  matter 
up  with  the  ECA,  or  with  the  Adminis¬ 
trator.  It  has  been  taken  up  through 
my  office  over  a  long  period  of  time.  I 
am  not  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  but  I  confess  a  great  sym¬ 
pathy  for  the  37 — I  had  the  impression 
that  the  number  was  47 — American  sol¬ 
diers  who  fought  in  the  war  and  who  re¬ 
mained  in  Morocco  to  do  business  on  a 
legitimate  basis.  The  State  Department 
has  not  undertaken  to  exercise  the  duty 
which  it  owes  an  American  citizen  to  see 
that  his  rights  are  protected. 

Mr.  President,  on  that  ground  I  shall 
vote  to  override  the  decision  of  the  Chair 
in  this  instance,  although  I  have  voted, 
since  the  origina  error  was  made  by  the 
Senate,  to  sustain  the  Chair.  We  have 
gotten  ourselves  into  an  ugly  predica¬ 
ment,  if,  in  giving  charity  or  granting 
aid,  a  pure  gratuity,  presumably  to  help 
ourselves  and  help  the  world,  our  com¬ 
mittee  cannot  lay  down  reasonable  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  expenditure  of  an  appro¬ 
priation  which  is  made  by  Congress. 
The  authorization  bill  that  came 
through  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee  never  intended  to  strip  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  on  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  control  over  the  money  it  ap¬ 
propriates.  There  is  no  legal  obligation 
resting  upon  us  to  give  this  money  to 
European  nations.  There  is  only  the  ob¬ 
ligation  which  we  ourselves  have  volun¬ 
tarily  imposed.  Now  to  say  that,  al¬ 
though  the  treaty  rights  of  American 
citizens  are  being  violated,  in  appropri¬ 
ating  money  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  is  not  authorized  to  fix  reason¬ 
able  conditions,  to  wit,  the  observance 
of  a  treaty  already  in  existence,  is  going 
too  far.  We  are  now  in  the  awkward  a.:d 
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untenable  position  of  permitting  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  impose  re¬ 
strictions,  prohibitions,  and  inhibitions 
upon  the  fund  being  appropriated,  but 
we  cannot  offer  an  amendment  impos¬ 
ing  another  prohibition  or  another  re¬ 
striction  upon  the  same  fund  as  to 
which  the  House  has  written  admitted 
legislation.  That  is  where  we  made  the 
initial  mistake,  and  unless  we  are  coura¬ 
geous  enough  ultimately  to  correct  it,  the 
Appropriations  Committee  will  have  to 
submit  to  a  strait- jacket  operation 
which  would  deprive  it  of  discretion  in 
doing  what  is  obviously  and  manifestly 
right. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  to  override  the  decision  of  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
want,  first  to  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  for  what  he  has 
said  in  connection  with  robbing  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  of  its  duties  un¬ 
der  the  circumstances  stated  by  him.  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  entirely,  of 
course,  and  I  think  every  Member  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  feels  the  same  way, 
except  possibly  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts,  whom  I  esteem 
•very  highly.  He  has  just  read  from  a 
communication  from  French  Morocco.  I 
wish  to  take  the  liberty  at  this  point  of 
reading  two  very  short  telegrams  from 
the  ex-soldiers  who  are  in  Morocco  and 
who  are  being  deprived  of  their  rights. 
The  telegrams  are  dated  July  22,  1949. 
The  first  one  is  from  the  American  Trade 
Association  of  Morocco,  which  says: 

Casablanca,  July  22,  1949. 
Hon.  Kenneth  McKellar, 

Chairman,  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

American  Trade  Association  of  Morocco 
wishes  to  express  its  feeling  of  appreciation 
to  you  and  your  committee  for  your  splendid 
support  in  guaranteeing  the  safeguard  of 
American  rights  to  Morocco. 

Amtrade. 

On  the  same  day,  as  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  I  received 
another  telegram,  which  is  from  the 
American  Legion,  and  which  reads  as 
follows: 

Casablanca,  July  22,  1949. 
Hon.  Kenneth  McKellar, 

Chairman,  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  W  ashington,  D.  C.: 

American  Legion  Casablanca  tender  you 
and  your  committee  sincere  thanks  for  your 
defense  and  support  of  American  business 
interests  in  Morocco. 

Morocco  Post  No.  1. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  appar¬ 
ently  we  have  arrived  at  the  time  when 
we  should  discuss  the  merits  of  the 
amendment,  and  I  have  some  doubt  in 
my  mind  about  these  American  citizens 
in  Morocco  which  I  should  like  to  express 
to  the  Senate. 

I  was  not  privileged  to  listen  to  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Rodes  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  did  examine  the  committee 
hearings,  and  on  page  49  is  printed  a 
letter  from  Mr.  Hoffman  addressed  to 
Mr.  Rodes  under  date  of  May  5.  I  invite 
attention  to  the  top  of  the  page,  where  it 
is  stated: 

It  has  become  increasingly  evident  that 
many  importers  in  Morocco  have  been  ob¬ 
taining  foreign  exchange  in  the  following 
manner  : 


They  have  imported  products  from  the 
United  States,  sold  them  for  francs  in  French 
Morocco,  and  then  directly  or  indirectly  con¬ 
verted  such  francs  into  dollars  in  the  free 
exchange  market  in  Tangier.  There  were 
also  indications  that  near  the  end  of  1948, 
because  of  the  abundance  of  dollars  on  the 
Paris  black  market  and  the  publicity  which 
had  been  given  to  certain  exchange  trans¬ 
actions  at  Tangier,  more  and  more  importers 
in  Morocco  were  buying  dollars  in  the  black 
market  in  Paris. 

In  response  to  that  letter  we  would 
expect  Mr.  Rodes  and  his  associates  to 
say  that  they  had  not  bought  dollars 
on  the  black  market.  But  this  is  the 
response : 

The  operations  described  by  you  are  stated 
to  be  crimes  by  French  officials  and  by  the 
State  Department.  If  a  foreigner  tells  an 
American  official  that  one  or  more  American 
citizens  are  engaged  in  criminal  practices, 
only  one  course  is  proper  or  admissible.  The 
foreigner  should  be  impressed  with  the  fact 
that  America  is  still  a  constitutional  democ¬ 
racy.  He  should  be  assured  that  our  con¬ 
sular  court,  when  confronted  with  a  prima 
facie  case,  is  fully  prepared  to  try  any  Amer¬ 
ican  on  the  evidence  presented  and  to  sen¬ 
tence  him  if  charges  are  substantiated,  but 
that  no  American  official  will  countenance 
innuendoes  or  unsupported  charges  that 
Americans  may  be  criminals.  Certainly  our 
system  does  not  admit  injury  to  one  or  a 
group  of  our  citizens  because  of  a  decision 
that  presupposes  their  guilt  in  a  matter  for 
which  they  have  never  faced  trial. 

In  other  words,  he  states,  not  that 
they  have  not  been  in  the  black  market, 
but  “If  we  have  been  in  the  black  mar¬ 
ket,  why  have  we  not  been  arrested?” 
That  is  the  defense. 

The  next  statement  that  struck  me  in 
Mr.  Hoffman’s  letter  was  this: 

According  to  the  information  available  to 
the  Department  of  State,  members  of  the 
American  Trade  Association  of  Morocco  gen¬ 
erally  have  declined  to  give  information  par¬ 
ticularly  regarding  the  volume  of  their  busi¬ 
ness,  on  which  World  Trade  Directory  Reports 
might  be  based.  Also,  most  of  the  members 
of  the  association  refused  to  answer  a  ques¬ 
tionnaire  sent  them  last  year  by  the  con¬ 
sulate  general  at  Casablanca,  under  instruc¬ 
tion  from  the  Department  of  State,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  data  for  the  regular 
annual  report  on  American  citizens,  interest, 
and  investments  abroad.  As  a  result  of  the 
withholding  of  such  information,  it  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  determine  the  precise  extent  to 
which  American  interests  are  represented  by 
the  association. 

Mr.  Rodes’  reply  to  that  reads  as 
follows: 

In  paragraphs  12  and  13  you  make  certain 
remarks,  prompted  undoubtedly  by  the  State 
Department’s  commercial  policy  personnel 
about  failure  to  receive  certain  statistics 
from  members  of  the  American  Trade  As¬ 
sociation,  and  state  that  it  is  difficult  to  es¬ 
tablish  precise  extent  to  which  American  in¬ 
terests  are  represented  by  the  association. 
This  concerns  the  State  Department  and 
American  citizens  resident  in  Morocco.  The 
question  of  American  interests  may  be  raised 
in  connection  with  a  corporation.  As  far 
as  an  individual  American  who  owns  his  own 
business  is  concerned,  it  would  appear  that 
any  doubt  of  American  interests  can  be  dis- 
spelled  by  the  presentation  of  his  passport, 
accompanied  or  not  by  an  Army  discharge. 
The  active  membership  of  the  American 
Trade  Association  is  limited  to  American 
citizens  engaged  in  business  on  their  own 
right  or  managing  an  American  concern  so 
engaged. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  in  truth 
and  fact  that  statement  is  not  correct. 


These  gentlemen,  instead  of  being  en¬ 
gaged  in  business  on  their  own,  are  actu¬ 
ally  a  front  for  French  and  Moroccan 
interests  who  use  them  and  their  Amer¬ 
ican  citizenship  as  a  means  of  bringing 
goods  into  Morocco  which  could  not  be 
brought  into  that  country  under  ordinary 
trade  regulations. 

The  questions  on  the  questionnaire 
sent  are  brief,  and  I  should  like  to  bring 
them  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate. 
The  first  questionnaire,  addressed  in 
1948,  is  entitled  “American  Citizens,  In¬ 
terests  and  Investments  Abroad.”  These 
questions  are  asked  of  all  Americans 
throughout  the  world,  so  that  if  an  oc¬ 
casion  should  arise  when  the  State  De¬ 
partment  desired  to  be  of  assistance  to 
them,  or  if  they  got  into  trouble,  the 
Department  would  have  accurate  in¬ 
formation  as  to  what  a  firm  was  doing. 
The  questionnaire  reads: 

AMERICAN  CITIZENS,  INTERESTS  AND  INVEST¬ 
MENTS  ABROAD,  1948 

In  order  to  compile  a  report  on  United 
States  citizens  and  investments  in  foreign 
countries  for  the  Department  of  State,  the 
United  States  Consulate  General  in  Casa¬ 
blanca  sent  a  routine  questionnaire  request¬ 
ing  the  following  information  to  all  United 
States  businessmen.  Most  of  the  members 
of  the  American  Trade  Association  of  Morocco 
refused  to  answer  the  questionnaire. 

1.  Name  of  firm. 

2.  Manager  or  person  in  charge  (specify 
nationality) . 

3.  Total  capital. 

4.  Percentage  of  total  capital,  and  amount 
in  United  States  dollars,  controlled  by  United 
States  nationals  (as  of  date  firm  established 
and  as  of  date  of  questionnaire) . 

5.  Names  of  American  investors. 

6.  Dollar  investments  in  the  United  States. 

7.  Total  exports  to  United  States. 

8.  Total  imports  from  United  States. 

9.  List  of  more  important  exports  and  im¬ 
ports. 

10.  Volume  of  business  transacted  in 
United  States  dollars. 

11.  United  States  loans  made  during  year: 

(a)  Short-term. 

(b)  Long-term. 

12.  Number  and  names  of  United  States 
nationals  employed. 

13.  Average  number  of  foreign  employees. 

14.  Special  problems,  if  any. 

The  members  of  this  association  re¬ 
fused  to  answer  that  questionnaire.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  in  Morocco 
American  business  firms,  a  list  of  which 
I  have,  which  did  answer.  They  in¬ 
cluded:  Socony  Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  Arm¬ 
strong  Cork  Co.,  Coca-Cola  Export  Co., 
International  Business  Machine  Co.,  St. 
Joseph  Lead  Co.,  Atlantic  Refining  Co., 
Newmount  Mining  Co.,  Singer  Sewing 
Machine  Co.,  International  Harvester 
Co.,  Republic  Enterprises,  Inc.,  Standard 
Oil  Co.  of  New  Jersey,  Compagnie  Conti¬ 
nental  du  Maroc  S.  A.,  which  had  50-per- 
cent  American  interest. 

They  all  answered.  The  requirement 
to  respond  is  on  American  citizens.  Mr. 
Rodes  says  the  corporations  can  answer, 
but  an  American  citizen  is  not  required 
to  answer  these  questions,  that  all  he  has 
to  do  is  to  show  his  passport  and  his  Army 
discharge. 

When  these  gentlemen  complained  to 
the  State  Department  that  they  were 
being  discriminated  against  in  Morocco, 
having  failed  to  answer  the  1948  ques¬ 
tionnaire,  a  direct  request  was  made  of 
them,  dated  March  8,  1949.  This  was 
from  the  Consul  General  in  Morocco  to 
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the  American  Trade  Association.  It 
read: 

March  8,  1949. 

Sm:  The  Department  of  State,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C.,  has  expressed  Interest  in  knowing 
the  amount  of  trade  with  the  United  States 
effected  by  the  American  Trade  Association 
of  Morocco. 

It  is  therefore  requested  that  the  American 
Trade  Association  furnish  the  Consulate  Gen¬ 
eral  with  a  list  by  individual  members  of  the 
total  1948  imports  from  the  United  States 
in  dollar  value  and  franc  value.  It  would  be 
further  appreciated  if  the  merchandise  im¬ 
ported  would  be  classified  by  the  more  im¬ 
portant  commodity  headings. 

It  is  requested  that  this  information  be 
presented  at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 

Very  truly  yours, 

C.  Paul  Fletcher, 
American  Consul  General. 

That  letter  was  dated  March  8,  as  I 
have  said.  Nearly  2  months  later,  on 
May  4,  this  was  the  reply: 

May  4,  1949. 

Sir:  With  reference  to  your  letter  of  March 
8,  1949,  in  connection  with  the  amount  of 
trade  with  the  United  States  effected  by  the 
members  of  the  American  Trade  Association 
of  Morocco,  I  enclose  herewith  list  showing 
approximate  imports  for  the  year  1948. 

Owing  to  the  absence  of  some  of  the  asso¬ 
ciation  members  it  has  been  difficult  to  ob¬ 
tain  exact  figures. 

Yours  truly, 

F.  Graham 

(For  American  Trade  Association  of 
Morocco ) . 

There  was  appended  this  statement  of 
the  business  done  by  the  organization, 
as  follows: 

Imports  from  United  States  in  1948 


Asbestos _ $10,  000 

Chemicals _  48,  000 

Electrical  appliances _  180,  792 

Foodstuffs,  candy,  gum,  etc _  825,  820 

Lubricating  oil _  80,  000 

Miscellaneous _  67,  200 

Machinery  and  spare  parts _  45,  700 

Plastics _  71,  090 

Refrigerators _  165,  836 

Sugar _  76,  000 

Tires _  243,  666 

Typewriters _  132,  000 

Textiles  and  used  clothing _  818,646 

Tractors _  68,  000 

Vehicles _  2,  439,  676 

Washing  machines _  10, 000 

Wireless  sets  and  phone  records..  10,  400 


Total. _ _ _  5,  292,  826 


These  individual  firms  never  have,  in 
either  of  these  instances,  furnished  the 
State  Department  with  any  definite  in¬ 
formation  about  their  business. 

Obviously  the  reason  for  that  is,  first, 
that  it  would  lead  to  disclosures  as  to 
whethesr  or  not  they  were  buying  francs 
in  the  black  market.  Certainly  it  is  not 
to  the  interest  of  this  country,  when  we 
are  trying  to  stabilize  the  currencies  of 
these  foreign  nations,  to  encourage  op¬ 
erations  in  the  black  market.  Second, 
Americans  abroad  are  required  to  pay 
income  taxes.  That  also  might  have  had 
an  influence  in  the  matter. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  reason  this 
matter  out,  we  must  arrive  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  this  must  have  been  what 
happened,  that  there  were  some  of  these 
34  gentlemen  who  were  in  Morocco  prior 
to  the  war,  most  of  them  having  gone 
there  as  soldiers,  and  remained  abroad. 
They  had  no  capital  with  which  to  en- 
♦  gage  in  trade.  They  were  not  wealthy 


men.  They  could  not  have  gone  into  this 
business  unless  they  did  so  with  the  aid 
of  money  furnished  them  by  Frenchmen 
or  Moroccans  who  desired  to  import 
goods,  luxury  goods,  in  contravention  of 
the  arrangements  we  had  had  with 
France  with  respect  to  imports. 

Mr.  President,  that  being  the  case,  it 
is  my  judgment  that  they  are  primarily 
a  front  for  French  and  Moroccan  inter¬ 
ests,  and  that  for  that  reason  they  have 
declined  to  furnish  the  State  Department 
with  the  necessary  informaion,  when 
twice  requested  to  do  so.  Under  those 
circumstances  it  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  look  with  some  suspicion  upon  a 
situation  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  Senator  did 
not  read  the  entire  letter  of  May  4,  1948, 
from  Mr.  Hoffman  to  Mr.  Robert  Ernest 
Rodes.  I  want  to  read  from  it,  although 
I  believe  the  Senator  would  probably  give 
more  credence  to  it  than  I  do.  However, 
I  shall  read  from  it. 

As  concerns  your  second  point — that  there 
has  been  discrimination  against  American 
importers  In  French  Morocco  in  the  issuance 
of  import  licenses  for  goods  financed — 

Not  by  the  French,  as  suggested  by  my 
good  friend  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
but  financed  by  the  ECA — 
for  goods  financed  by  ECA — it  seems  to  me 
quite  possible  that  there  has  been  discrimi¬ 
nation  of  this  kind. 

There  we  have  Mr.  Hoffman’s  state¬ 
ment  that  there  has  been  discrimination 
against  these  Americans.  It  is  true 
there  are  not  many  of  them.  But  if 
there  has  been  discrimination  it  ought 
to  be  corrected,  and  this  is  the  only  way 
we  can  correct  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  there  was  discrimi¬ 
nation  why  were  these  individuals  un¬ 
willing  to  open  their  books  and  tell  the 
government  to  which  they  were  appeal¬ 
ing  about  them?  In  a  case  such  as  this, 
they  were  appealing  to  the  United  States 
Senate  to  take  action  to  protect  them, 
when  what  they  were  doing,  if  my  sus¬ 
picions  are  at  all  correct,  was  to  destroy 
the  very  object  we  are  trying  to  accom¬ 
plish,  that  is,  to  rebuild  the  economy  of 
Europe. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Chair  yield  to  me  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona  asks  why  they  were  unwilling  to 
open  their  books.  I  went  into  this  mat¬ 
ter  as  some  length.  I  was  assured  by  not 
merely  one  of  these  men  in  French  Mo¬ 
rocco,  but  by  three  of  them,  and  I  have 
their  correspondence  that  they  did  not 
dare  disclose  all  the  secrets  of  their  busi¬ 
ness  because  the  officers  in  Morocco  with 
whom  they  had  to  deal  were  ready  to 
take  advantage  of  them  so  far  as  their 
business  matters  were  concerned.  They 
may  have  been  wrong  about  it,  but  there 
is  some  evidence,  to  my  mind  at  least, 
that  they  were  acting  in  good  faith. 

It  is  against  that  sort  of  general  con¬ 
dition  which  they  have  appealed  in  vain 
to  our  State  Department  and  to  Mr. 
Hoffman.  I  can  very  well  understand 
why  37  lonely  Americans  in  French  Mo¬ 


rocco  would  not  care  to  be  disclosing  all 
their  secrets  to  hostile  officers  who  would 
take  advantage  of  them.  But  I  think 
they  did  convince  the  State  Department 
they  were  perhaps  entitled  to  certain 
treaty  protections.  The  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  however,  talked  about  black  mar¬ 
ket  operations,  something  in  the  nature 
of  pleas  in  avoidance,  rather  than  giv¬ 
ing  the  direct  protection  which  the 
State  Department  should  extend  to  an 
American  citizen  when  he  has  to  deal 
with  a  situation  such  as  this. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  unduly  critical  of 
the  State  Department,  nor  of  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man’s  organization,  but  I  have  repeated¬ 
ly  called  the  attention  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion,  through  Mr.  Brown,  to  whom  I  was 
directed  to  present  the  case,  to  the  facts 
as  they  were  disclosed  to  me.  While 
some  of  these  young  men  may  not  have 
responded  as  fully  as  they  should  have 
responded,  and  while  they  may  have  en¬ 
gaged  in  some  sort  of  black-market  op¬ 
erations,  that  does  not  and  cannot  relate 
to  treaty  rights,  that  is,  to  general  pro¬ 
visions  for  equal  treatment  to  which  they 
were  entitled  under  the  treaties. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  they  were  engaged 
in  shipping  American  cotton  goods  to 
Morocco,  and  exchanging  those  cotton 
goods,  let  us  say,  for  Moroccan  manga¬ 
nese  to  ship  back  to  the  United  States, 
and  were  doing  it  as  American  citizens, 
they  were  entitled  to  protection.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  they  were  acting  as  a 
front  to  enable  French  and  Moroccan 
interests  to  import  luxury  goods  which 
otherwise  could  not  be  imported,  and  in 
that  way  injured  the  European  recovery 
program,  and  if  they  went  into  the  black 
market  to  exchange  the  francs  they  re¬ 
ceived  for  American  dollars,  they  were 
again  acting  against  the  interests  of  their 
own  nation.  I  say  that  men  who  come 
with  clean  hands  should  not  hesitate  to 
tell  their  government  the  truth  about 
their  business  when  they  appeal  for  its 
protection.  They  have  not  done  so. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
have  to  take  issue  with  my  good  friend 
from  Arizona  on  the  basis  of  the  facts 
as  I  was  able  to  ascertain  them. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  There  was  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  that  kind  in  the  record. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Do  any  of  these 
men  pay  income  taxes  to  the  United 
States  Government?  The  Senator  says 
they  are  supposed  to. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  income  taxes  or  black-mar¬ 
ket  operations.  I  know  that  if  they  were 
acting  openly  and  above-board  they 
would  make  reports  similar  to  those  made 
by  other  American  businessmen  through¬ 
out  the  United  States. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Have  they  made 
no  reports? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  They  have  not,  so  far 
as  I  know. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  we 
should  not  decide  this  question  on  the 
suspicion  of  our  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  who  is  one 
of  the  best  men  in  the  world.  He  admits 
that  there  is  no  evidence  to  this  effect. 
He  simply  has  suspicions  that  they  were, 
maybe,  in  the  black  market  business  in 
Morocco. 
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Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  read  the  following 
statement  in  regard  to  that  matter,  a 
statement  which  comes  from  the  State 
Department: 

It  is  naturally  difficult  to  obtain  definite 
proof  of  illegal  exchange  transactions  on  the 
part  of  American,  or  any  other,  importers  in 
French  Morocco.  However,  numerous  reports 
received  from  the  Consulate  at  Casablanca 
state  that,  on  the  basis  of  trade  statistics,  it 
became  quite  evident  that  francs  were  being 
exported  to  the  Tangier  free  market  or  to 
the  Paris  black  market  for  conversion  into 
dollars  in  contravention  of  Moroccan  ex¬ 
change  control  regulations.  These  statistics 
showed  great  discrepancies  between  the  vol¬ 
ume  of  imports  from  the  dollar  area  and 
official  allocations  of  exchange,  and  thus 
made  it  clear  that  a  great  percentage  of  im¬ 
ports  were  being  financed  by  illegally  ob¬ 
tained  dollars. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Senators  may  have 
various  opinions  respecting  certain  mat¬ 
ters,  and  what  the  Senator  has  just  read 
is  simply  the  opinion  of  someone  in  the 
State  Department.  That  is  not  an  accu¬ 
sation  against  these  American  citizens  of 
violating  any  law. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  statement  just 
read  is  wholly  different  from  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  If  these  young  men, 
these  veterans,  who,  it  appears,  are 
charged  in  a  sort  of  a  left-hand  way  in 
that  letter,  are  violating  the  law,  they 
can  be  prosecuted,  can  they  not? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  And  if  they  are  con¬ 
victed,  then  they  are  beyond  the  pale  of 
the  law,  and  they  have  no  rights.  Is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  But  if  the  Senator 
were  charged  with  a  crime,  would  he 
say,  “Why  do  you  not  arrest  me?”  He 
would  say,  “I  am  not  guilty.  I  have  not 
committed  the  crime.”  They  do  not  say 
that. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  do  not  understand 
that  they  ever  said,  “Why  do  you  not  ar¬ 
rest  me?”  The  point  I  want  to  make  in 
one  final  sentence  is  this.  The  violation 
of  one  law  does  not  justify  the  violation 
of  another.  Two  wrongs  do  not  make  a 
right. 

I  think  that  is  the  extent  to  which  the 
argument  of  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Arizona  goes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate?  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  Secretary  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  TAYLOR  (when  his  name  was 
called).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Typings  1.  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  I  understand  that  he  would  vote 
“yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote  I 
would  vote  “nay.”  I  therefore  withhold 
my  vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announced  that  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  DowneyJ 


and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  detained  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pep¬ 
per]  and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Withers]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Typings]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Pepper]  and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Withers]  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SA-jTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reep]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  detained  on  official  business. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  would  vote  “yea.” 


The  Senator  from 

Kansas  [Mr. 

Schoeppel] 

Senate. 

is  absent  by 

leave  of  the 

The  result  was,  yeas  42,  nays  44,  as 
follows: 

YEAS — 42 

Aiken 

Hayden 

Millikin 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Byrd 

Hoey 

Myers 

Chapman 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Connally 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Douglas 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Dulles 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Flanders 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Frear 

Lodge 

Taft 

Fulbright 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

McGrath 

Thye 

Green 

McMahon 

Tobey 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

NAYS — 44 

Vandenberg 

Baldwin 

Hendrickson 

McKellar 

Brewster 

Hill 

Malone 

Bricker 

Holland 

Martin 

Bridges 

Ives 

Maybank 

Butler 

Jenner 

Mundt 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Capehart 

Kem 

Russell 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Eastland 

Langer 

Watkins 

Ecton 

Long 

Wherry 

Ellender 

McCarran 

Wiley 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Williams 

George 

McClellan 

Young 

Gillette 

McFarland 

NOT  VOTING— 10 

Downey 

Reed 

Tydings 

Miller 

Schoeppel 

Withers 

Murray 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Pepper 

Taylor 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this  vote 
the  yeas  are  42,  and  the  nays  44.  The 
decision  of  the  Chair  does  not  stand  as 
the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  5,  be¬ 
ginning  in  line  3.  (Putting  the  ques¬ 
tion.) 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  was  on 
my  feet  before  the  Chair  put  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Republican  National  Committee 
is  in  town,  and  that  it  plans  to  have  a 
little  banquet  tonight - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  big  one. 

Mil  LUCAS.  A  big  one,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  says.  I  understand  that 
it  will- be  a  big  one,  and  will  probably 
last  a  long  time,  if  the  newspaper  reports 
are  correct.  I  wish  my  colleagues  on 


the  other  side  of  the  aisle  all  possible 
pleasure  tonight;  and  that  they  finally 
get  around  to  the  peace  and  amity  which 
they  have  been  trying  to  reach  for  quite 
some  time. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  lateness 
of  the  hour  and  the  vote  overruling  the 
decision  of  the  Chair,  we  shall  not  now 
debate  the  amendment  on  its  merits. 
From  what  little  I  have  heard  this  after¬ 
noon  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  the 
amendment,  I  think  perhaps  there  will 
be  a  number  of  Senators  who  will  de¬ 
sire  to  enter  the  debate  tomorrow. 

Consequently,  I  shall  move  that  the 
Senate  take  a  recess - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  withhold  that  motion  until  I 
can  ascertain  whether  the  Chair  has 
stated  the  result  of  the  vote  on  the 
amendment,  or  whether  the  Chair  went 
no  further  than  to  state  the  result  of 
the  vote  on  the  question  whether  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  should  stand  as 
the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No;  the 
Cfiair  made  no  announcement  as  to  the 
vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Will  the  Chair  make 
the  announcement? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  No;  the 
Chair  will  not  make  an  announcement 
as  to  the  result  of  the  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  because  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
requested  recognition. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  misunderstood;  I 
thought  the  Chair  was  in  the  process  of 
stating  that,  because  of  the  last  vote, 
the  Senate  had  overruled  the  decision  of 
t^e  Ch&ir 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Oh,  no;  the 
Chair  announced  some  time  ago  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  vote  on  that  question. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Very  well. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
was  putting  the  question  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  asked  for  the  Senators  who 
favored  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
to  so  indicate,  and  that  had  been  done, 
whereupon  the  Senator  from  Illinois  re¬ 
quested  recognition,  and  was  recognized. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Is  it  now  in  order  to 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  its  re¬ 
cent  vote,  and  then  to  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  will  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  it  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  withhold  his 
motion  that  the  Senate  take  a'  recess, 
until  it  can  be  ascertained  whether  we 
can  obtain  a  vote  tonight  on  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  have  talked  to  several  Members 
of  the  Senate  who  are  interested  in  it, 
and  indication  is  that  the  debate  on  it  is 
over. 

I  do  not  know  how  the  junior  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  may  feel 
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about  it;  but  almost  all  Members  of  the 
Senate  are  here  now,  and  we  could  move 
just  that  much  further  along  with  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  if  we  could  ob¬ 
tain  a  vote  on  the  amendment  tonight. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
that  it  will  not  be  possible  to  have  a  vote 
on  the  merits  of  the  amendment  tonight, 
because  some  arguments  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  made  tomorrow  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  I  take  this  position  pri¬ 
marily  because  of  the  request  made  by 
the  distinguished  minority  leader.  I 
mentioned  the  possibility  of  a  night  ses¬ 
sion,  but  he  begged  me  not  to  have  one 
tonight  because,  as  he  told  me,  the  Re¬ 
publican  National  Committee  is  in  town 
for  the  meeting  to  which  we  have  re¬ 
ferred. 

So,  in  deference  to  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  and  other  Members  on 
his  side  of  the  aisle,  who  will  attend  the 
banquet  tonight,  I  shall  not  move  that 
a  night  session  be  held,  thus  requiring 
the  Senate  to  remain  in  session  consider¬ 
ably  longer. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  position.  The 
reason  I  inquired  whether  a  vote  had 
been  taken  on  the  amendment  was  that 
I  felt  an  opportunity  should  be  given  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  to  move  that  the  Senate 
reconsider  its  vote  on  the  question  of 
sustaining  the  decision  of  the  Chair,  and 
that  then  an  opportunity  should  be  af¬ 
forded  to  move  to  lay  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  on  the  table. 

I  think  there  will  be  debate  tomorrow 
on  the  merits  of  the  amendment.  But  I 
think  an  opportunity  should  be  given  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  to  move  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  last  vote,  and  then  to  move  to 
lay  the  motion  to  reconsider  on  the  table. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  opportunity  will  be 
afforded  tomorrow. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Will  the  Senator- 
yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  the  floor,  and  he  can 
move  that  the  Senate  take  a  recess,  and 
thus  deny  the  right  that  is  usually  ex¬ 
tended  under  such  circumstances.  I 
have  no  desire  to  preclude  any  discussion 
of  the  amendment.  I  hope  it  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  very  fully,  because  there  are  some 
phases  of  the  amendment  concerning 
which  I  trust  we  may  be  enlightened. 
I,  myself,  should  like  to  have  some  en¬ 
lightenment  on  the  amendment  from 
some  sources. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  we  might  go 
through  the  formality  of  closing  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  insofar  as  the  last  vote  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  that  connection,  I 
may  state,  for  instance,  that  only  a  few 
minutes  ago  I  told  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia,  who  now  has 
left  the  Chamber,  that  there  would  be  no 
further  votes  tonight.  He  is  taking  care 
of  some  problem  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  has  left  for  the 
day.  I  have  told  other  Senators  the 
same  thing. 

Of  course,  after  Senators  are  told 
there  will  be  no  further  votes  on  a  cer¬ 
tain  day,  it  almost  always  happens  that 
requests  subsequently  are  made  to  have 


votes  taken  on  that  day.  I  suppose  the 
majority  leader  should  never  advise  any 
Senator  that  he  can  leave  the  Chamber 
and  can  go  down  town  in  order  to  trans¬ 
act  some  business  with  a  governmental 
department,  and  that  he  may  do  so  in 
reliance  upon  the  word  of  the  majority 
leader  that  no  further  votes  will  be  taken. 

But  in  order  to  keep  faith  with  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  who  partic¬ 
ularly  asked  me,  before  he  left  the  Cham¬ 
ber,  whether  other  votes  would  be  taken 
today — and  I  told  him  there  would  be 
no  further  votes — I  feel  that  the  Senate 
should  take  a  recess  at  this  time.  It 
seems  to  me  we  shall  lose  no  ground  by 
doing  so,  and  by  having  the  amendment 
come  before  us  tomorrow  at  noon,  or 
even  at  11  o’clock  in  the  morning,  if  that 
is  desired,  for  I  shall  be  willing  to  move 
to  have  the  Senate  meet  at  11  o’clock, 
if  that  is  the  wish  of  Senators. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  agreeable  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia,  I  shall  be  glad 
to  give  him  a  live  pair,  if  that  is  desired. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  did  not  ask  me  to  get  him  a 
pair,  before  he  left. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  merely  want  to 
make  a  brief  observation.  When  I  was 
thanking  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  for  his  cooperation,  in  order  that 
a  recess  might  be  taken  at  this  hour, 
I  of  course  had  in  mind  the  fact  that  he 
had  already  made  the  announcement 
there  would  be  no  night  sessions,  and 
that  was  why  the  great  Republican  fam¬ 
ily  planned  to  have  its  meeting  Thursday 
night.  But  I  appreciate  the  fact  that 
we  are  recessing  now  at  6  o’clock.  I  do 
not  want  the  Record  to  show  that  there 
is  any  particular  accommodation  in  the 
fact  that  we  are  not  having  a  night  ses¬ 
sion,  because  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  had  already  announced  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  week  that  there  would  be 
no  night  sessions  this  week.  I  wanted 
the  Record  to  show  that. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  of  course,  will  not  deny  the  fact 
that  he  requested  that  no  late  session 
be  held,  in  order  to  accommodate  the 
Republicans  of  the  country  who  have 
gathered  in  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct,  and 
I  appreciate  the  Senator’s  cooperation 
very  much. 

'my  uouas - 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerM,  announced  that  the 
House  had  insisted  upon  its  amendments 
|to  the  bill  (ST  1250)  to  amend  the  Insti¬ 
tute  of  InMr-American  Affairs  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  August  5,  1947,  disagreed  to  by 
the  Senane,  agreed  to  the  conference 
asked  b/  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  ot  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  Mr.  Kee,  Mr.  Richards,  Mr.  Mans¬ 
field/  Mr.  Chiperfield,  and  Mr.  Jackson 
of  California  were  appointed  managers 
on4he  part  of  the  House  at  the  confer¬ 
ence. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  executive  business.  / 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  were  ref^ired  to  the 
appropriate  committees.  / 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT^  If  there  be 
no  reports  of  committees,  the  clerk  will 
proceed  to  state  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  Mg/  President,  there  are 
certain  treaties  od  the  calendar  which 
the  Senator  frorrf  Texas  says  should  be 
•ratified  at  this  dine. 

Mr.  WHERI^.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  thf  treaties  be  passed  over 
tonight.  / 

The  VICIJ' PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  jfne  request? 

Mr.  CQNNALLY.  Mr.  President,  we 
would  like  very  much  to  have  the  treaties 
ratifieiy  As  a  matter  of  fact  they  have 
been  uhanimously  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mitted.  They  do  not  involve  very  im¬ 
portant  subjects. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand.  I  only 
request  1  day’s  delay. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  cannot  object  to 
the  Senator’s  request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
treaties  will  go  over.  The  clerk  will  pro¬ 
ceed  to  state  the  nominations. 

NOMINATIONS  PASSED  OVER 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  nominations  of  W.  Walton  Butter- 
worth,  Ellis  O.  Briggs,  Nathaniel  P. 
pavis,  and  Philip  M.  Kaiser  be  passed 
pver. 

!  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 


The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read  sun¬ 
dry  nominations  in  the  Public  Health 
Service. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  ask  that  the  nomina¬ 
tions  in  the  Public  Health  Service  be 
^confirmed  en  bloc. 

;  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nominations  in  the  Public 
Health  Service  are  confirmed  en  bloc. 


POSTMASTERS 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read  sun¬ 
dry  nominations  of  postmasters. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  ask  that  the  three 
nominations  of  postmasters  in  the  State 
of  Tennessee  be  passed  over  until  the 
next  session. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  ask  that  the  remaining 
nominations  of  postmasters  be  confirmed 
en  bloc. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  nominations  of  postmasters, 
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ter  than  those  for  the  State  of  Ten- 
see,  are  confirmed  en  bloc. 

®Lf.  LUCAS.  I  ask  that  the  President 
be  imnediately  notified  of  all  nomina¬ 
tions aenfirmed  this  day. 

The  V*CE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  tmiFresident  will  be  immediately 
notified. 

RECESS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  in  legislative  session, 
I  move  that  thflk  Senate  take  a  recess 
until  12  o’clock  nooto  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  Stereed  to;  and  (at  5 
o’clock  and  45  minute^D.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Friday, 
August  5,  1949,  at  12  o'clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive  nominations  received  August 
4  (legislative  day  of  June  2),  1943 
United  States  Public  Health  Ser'J 
The  following-named  candidates  forVip- 
pointment  and  promotion  in  the  Regular 
Corps  of  the  Public  Health  Service: 

To  be  senior  assistant  surgeons  (aqu^a-^ 
lent  to  the  Army  rank  of  captain),  effective 
date  of  acceptance: 

Roger  M.  Cole  Harry  S.  Wise 

Stewart  R.  Panzer  Carl  F.  Essig,  Jr. 

Paul  K.  Benedict  William  W.  Quisen- 
Winslow  J.  Bashe,  Jr.  berry 
Jarvis  E.  Seegmiller  William  A.  Rinn 
Richard  S.  Yocum 

To  be  assistant  sugeons  (equivalent  to  the 
Army  rank  of  first  lieutenant) ,  effective  date 
of  acceptance: 

Charles  H.  Lithgow  John  C.  Stirling 
James  V.  Maloney,  Jr. Lee  A.  Craig,  Jr. 

Robert  D.  Sullivan  Benjamin  M.  Primer, 
William  E.  Ganss  Jr. 

John  M.  Bishop,  Jr.  James  W.  Osberg,  Jr. 

Werner  F.  Cryns  Carl  F.  T.  Mattern 

Clifford  H.  Cole  James  S.  Hawthorne 

Charles  J.  Buhrow  John  A.  Pierce 

Charles  L.  Fellows  Francis  Chanatry 

Robert  H.  Aronstam  Robert  L.  Brutsche 

Senior  assistant  surgeons  to  be  surgeons 
(equivalent  to  the  Army  rank  of  major) : 
Gene  B.  Haber 
Louis  C.  Floyd 
Arthur  H.  Maybay 

In  the  Navy 

The  following-named  officers  for  perma¬ 
nent  appointment  to  the  grade  of  rear  ad¬ 
miral  in  the  line  of  the  Navy: 

George  C.  Crawford  Apollo  Soucek 

Edward  C.  Ewen  Robert  P.  McConnell 

The  following-named  officer  for  permanent 
appointment  to  the  grade  of  rear  admiral 
in  the  Supply  Corps  of  the  Navy:  £ 

Samuel  E.  McCarty  / 

The  following-named  officers  for  perma¬ 
nent  appointment  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
in  the  line  of  the  Navy:  / 

Keith  G.  Fletcher  Carl^jf  Seiberlich 

James  L.  Baxter  Paul  Bugg 

Thomas  A.  Feather-  Thomas  B.  Longley 
stone  Jfouis  R.  fimme 

Arthur  E.  Thompson  /Dean  G.  Fleming 
William  T.  Shipes  :  Maurice  J.  Underwood 
Hugh  N.  Batten  Arthur  D.  Gordon 

Vann  E.  Savage  /  Charles  N.  Scar- 
James  H.  Pyle,  Jr.  borough 

Gerald  W.  Stoddard  Ashley  “R”  Hodges 

Andrew  Hul/iof  James  H.  Robertson 

Merrill  K.  Martin  Irving  T.  Gumb,  Jr. 

Owen  A.  Roberts  Nils  A.  A.  Carlson 

Robertas.  Harward,  Daniel  R.  Paul 

Jr.y  Harley  G.  Salisbury 

Robert  E.  Morris  Conner  M.  Petrie,  Jr. 

Wilbur  L.  Stallings  Richard  A.  Caldwell 
Robert  L.  Pierce  Frank  S.  Howland 

Joel  E.  Tilley,  Jr.  William  M.  Newell 


“J”  “A”  Linn 
John  M.  Suddreth 
William  J.  Hess 
Daniel  P.  Zylla 
Floyd  K.  Clymer 


Joseph  McNaughton 
Clarence  H.  Howard 
George  E.  Dennis 
Samuel  J.  Miller 
Raymond  M.  Chester 


Joseph  F.  Stanfill,  Jr.  Charles  C.  O’Hearn 
Clyde  E.  Crowder  Vincent  D.  Maynard, 
Benjamin  Hashmall  Jr. 

John  T.  Dempster,  Jr.  Maurice  M.  Perrine 
Harrison  H.  Baker  Michael  F.  Rogus 
Warren  L.  Gibson  William  D.  Acton 

George  W.  Loveridge,  Joseph  Bigger 

Jr.  Clifford  I.  Nettleton 

Leonard  D.  Welch  William  G.  Whisler 

George  E.  Franklin  John  R.  Kersey 
Wilbur  W.  Warlick  Herschel  B.  Thorpe 

Albin  Marn  Elmer  C.  Fry 

Harry  E.  Carter  Byrum,  C.  Bingham 

Benedict  J.  Scott  Lewis  M.  Moore 
Harry  N.  O’Connor  Ezra  R.  Bennett 
Joseph  P.  Tidwell  David  E.  Glassman 
Robert  W.  Reeve  Addison  E.  Medefind 

Thomas  C.  Young  Hector  S.  McDaniel 
Edwin  W.  Matthews  Howard  C.  Zangel 
Joseph  "S”  Reedy  Arthur  R.  W.  Thomas 
Warren  F.  Paris  Jack  L.  Erickson 

Almon  “P”  Oliver  Dale  V.  Hansen 
Lyttleton  T.  Ward  Clifford  S.  Tomlinson 

Joseph  L.  Coleman  Robert  J.  Barnes 

Robert  P.  Heekin  Paul  E.  Krebs 
Willis  E.  Hardy  Harry  E.  Johns 

Udward  Iglesias  Leonard  R.  Laughlin 

ar  L.  McNett  John  T.  Gordon 
mas  W.  Teal  William  B.  Moore 
Wilflur  E.  N.  Keil  Fonville  Kelly 

Richard  E.  Duncan  Howard  J.  Stockert 
Clarence  R.  Meissner  Walter  E.  Constance 
Howard  K.  Wallace  Elliott  E.  ©kins 
Paul  F.  Ld^ah  “J”  “F”  Branson,  Jr. 

James  M.  B%mldln  Clyde  C.  McPherson 
Edward  J.  0(wrence  Charles  W.  Busey 
William  S.  Hetaig  Ralph  S.  Cerney 
Harold  R.  EyerV  Berthel  L.  Roberts 
Riley  T.  Folsom  \  Jack  G.  Kaye 
Wallace  E.  MacDonVjdRalph  F.  Stoll 
Ralph  R.  Caruthers%£aul  C.  Stadler 
Warren  C.  Richison  itewrence  A.  Farquhar 
Addison  R.  English  Jdton  R.  Bohlken 
Kenneth  E.  Linctley  Joseph  Boriotti 
Robert  S.  Sherman  Laurtm  M.  Johnson 
Joe  J.  Culotth  RobemJ.  Massey 

George  E.  Barber  Melvin  \.  Brantley 

William  B/Dever  Ellis  E.  L8 
Edward  0.  Kelley  Arthur  J.  \anger 
Gerard  Jp.  Zornow  James  E.  Ivy 
John  A.  Mattison  George  H.  WiJtelow 
Michael  J.  Rura  James  B.  MorrSi 
Robert  B.  Linn  Richard  G.  Tobi? 

Douglas  G.  Parramore  Clarence  L.  Lambin, 
Joseph  R.  Stroupe  Frederick  E.  Berg 
Louis  J.  Schoenfeld  Larry  E.  Dunlap 
Carl  R.  Wenz,  Jr.  Robert  N.  DeLa  Hunt 
Donald  E.  Brunner  Everett  E.  Wigington 
Donald  B.  Long  Clarke  B.  Walbridge 
Thomas  J.  Baxter,  Jr.  Richard  W.  Mann 
Lloyd  W.  Moffit  Ivol  E.  Hansen 

Charles  E.  Rodgers  Charles  J.  Deasy 
Keith  J.  Evans  John  J.  Foley 

Earl  P.  Seymour  Norman  P.  Currin 
Homer  D.  Savage  David  M.  Jeter 

Marvin  J.  Nelson  Joseph  H.  Fisher 

James  B.  Doster  Francis  M.  Guttenber- 
Emeryk  Uchnerowicz  ger 
Francis  F.  Johnson  Robert  H.  Jctinson 
John  T.  Freeman  Lee  R.  Thompson 

John  F.  Davis  Leo  Kelly 

Roy  P.  McCloskey  John  K.  Freeman 
Norbert  P.  Vegelahn  Thomas  E.  Greenwood 
William  F.  Walker  Bernard  L.  Zentz 
Richard  M.  Hopfinger  Stephen  F.  Kelley 
Mitchell  L.  Udick  Bert  R.  McClelland, 

Maurice  O.  Rishel  Jr. 

Lewis  G.  Gifford  Melvin  E.  Call 

Charles  L.  Duss  Averill  G.  Griffin 

Lester  Morris  Garvis  D.  Johnson 

Andrew  R.  Smith  Victor  J.  Sibert 

Paul  A.  Veres  Leahman  J.  Holt 

Charles  H.  Carroll  Herbert  E.  Duquette, 

Robert  C.  Morris  Jr. 

James  H.  Crawford,  Adren  P.  Bonner,  Jr. 

Jr.  John  A.  Delaney 


William  L.  Thede 
Richard  J.  Mumford 
Walter  I.  Perry 
William  B.  Kurlak 
Bruce  Smithee 
John  R.  Bourchier 
Albert  J.  Ross 
John  E.  Echterling 
Robert  E.  Anglemyer 
Paul  D.  Davidson 
Andrew  Serrell 
Henry  H.  Henderson 
Harry  K.  Hoch,  Jr. 
Victor  B.  Rink 
Lewis  C.  Ihrig 
Alphonse  G.  Goodh 
let  / 

William  R.  Wilson 


3.  cummins  / 

oth  / 
“H”  Ebersole 


Daniel  A.  York  / 
David  E.  Cummins  / 
III 

Paul  Roth 
Robert 
Elmer  “P”  Ca/lson 
Inslee  E.  Grainger 
John  R.  Adkins 
Charles  Jjr  Hoar,  Jr. 
Theodore  Hladik 
Merrijrt  W.  W.  Bald¬ 
win,  Jr. 

James  E.  Jenkins 
Ivid  Miller 
Tlliam  M.  A.  Greene 
'-Max  F.  Rolih,  Jr. 

James  W.  Bowen 


Newel  W.  Smith,  Jr. 
William  E.  H.  J^elch-  william  I.  Brewing- 
ner  /  ton 

David  P.  Parks  Theodore  L.  Morgan 

Joseph  J.  Cote  Walter  R.  Smith 

Arthur  U.  Ronimus, james  E.  Tanner 
Jr-  ,  Henry  E.  Ethier 

John  L.  Koch  Richard  M.  Davis 

Raymond  V.  Raehn  Clayton  C.  Windsor 
William  J.  J.  Heffer- 
nan 

Derrill  P.  Crosby 
Aloysius  Sally 
John  B.  Pruden 
Oscar  S.  Maddox 
Luther  G.  Bearden 
John  L.  Perry 
George  W.  Stubble¬ 
field,  Jr. 


Melvin  W.  Cassidy 
Alden  M.  Pierpoint 
Carl  C.  Dace 
John  R.  Miller,  Jr. 
Jerome  O.  Hovland 
Roy  S.  Johnston 
Donald  H.  Nitz 
Norman  M.  Lambert- 
sen 

Arthur  W.  Motley,  Jr. 


David  D.  Harris 
Wilfred  G.  Chartier 
Barthalomew  Cast- 
richine 

Milton  B.  Moreland 


John  W.  Casey,  Jr. 
William  S.  Rhymes 
Thomas  Fields 
Robert  W.  Jensen 
Edward  A.  Gurry 

The  following-named  officers  for  perma¬ 
nent  appointment  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
in  the  Medical  Corps  of  the  Navy: 

Edwir  R.  Shapard  III  Walter  S.  Matthews, 
Bruce  B.  Barnhill  Jr. 

Frank  M.  Thornburg  John  I.  F.  Knud-Han- 
Robert  C.  Lehman  sen 

Harry  C.  Nordstrom  Robert  W.  Mackie 
Robert  B.  Green  Robert  J.  Fleischaker 

William  C.  Turville 

The  following-named  officers  for  perma¬ 
nent  appointment  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
in  the  Supply  Corps  of  the  Navy: 

Paul  W.  Eldridge  Dewayne  C.  Miller 
Walter  B.  Adams  Wendell  McCrory 
Ray  S.  Ewing  Paul  B.  Fitch 

Bentley  L.  Wilson  Alfred  V.  B.  Marrin 
Houston  W.  McGloth-  Eugene  L.  Tucker 
lin  Merlyn  A.  Nelson 

^Robert  C.  Lyons  Earl  F.  Hilderbrant 

rarles  A.  Vasey  John  E.  C.  Ott 

L^anus  “B”  UrquhartJohn  W.  Clift 
Thiipias  M.  Brown  Robert  B.yWebster 

Thomas  J.  Emmett,  Jr.  James  E.  Hickey 
AlfredXL  Lachmann  Elwood  M.  Bevins 
Gordon\L.  Groover,  Earl  G.  Clement 

Jr.  \  Earl  G.  Fossum 

William  B.'sf’arley  Roy  M.  McDaniel 

Frank  L.  Peatee,  Jr.  Charles  P.  Ramsey 
John  L.  Foil  \  Edward  J.  Miller 

Tadeus  T.  Merfttt  Paul  N.  Bentley 
John  H.  Nuck  \  William  H.  Settle 
Richard  Bergen  V  Paul  Gertiser 
Robert  A.  Wells  \  Whitney  A.  Chamber  - 

Conway  C.  Baker  \  lain 

The  following-named-,  officers  for  per¬ 
manent  appointment  to  'Uje  grade  of  lieu¬ 
tenant  in  the  Chaplain  Co^ps  of  the  Navy 

Harold  E.  Meade 
Edward  R.  Martineau 
William  G.  Sodt,  Jr. 

Soren  H.  F.  Andresen 
Jackson  D.  Hunter 
James  W.  Lewis 
Oscar  Weber 
Arthur  L.  Dominy 
Wendell  S.  Palmer 
Robert  C.  Fenning 


Joseph  -p.  Cusack 
William  G,  Tennant 
Thomas  B.  Uber  II 
James  E.  Emerson 
Richard  P.  Heyl 
Elmo  M.  T.  Hawkin: 
Bernard  J.  McDOnne 
James  W.  Lipscomb 
Stanley  A.  Mroczka' . 
William  F.  Doyle 


31st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  4  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kem  (for  himself,  Mr.  Wherry, 
and  Mr.  McClellan)  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making 
appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  following  amendments, 
viz: 

1  On  page  12,  after  line  12,  insert  the  following: 

2  “Sec.  202.  No  part  of  the  appropriations  contained  in 

3  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  participating  country, 

4  the  government  or  any  agency  thereof,  which  shall,  after 

5  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  acquire  or  operate,  in 

6  whole  or  in  part  any  basic  industry  thereof,  other  than 

7  industries  the  acquisition  of  which  has  been  completed  prior 

8  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.” 

9  On  page  12,  line  13,  strike  out  “Sec.  202”  and  insert 
10  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  203”. 
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iang  Kai-shek  that  he  stood  them 
as\he  stands  -  today  uncompromisingly 
against  this  tie  up  with  international 
communism. 

TharChina  has  faults  is  not  news.  We 
have  some  of  our  own.  She  had  many 
of  the  samp  problems  in  1941  yet  we  ex¬ 
tended  aid  and  became  involved  in  a  war 
because  we  Believed  that  the  national 
security  of  ou\  Nation  required  a  free 
and  independent.  China.  China  in  the 
Soviet  orbit  is  a^.  great  a  menace  as 
China  in  the  Japanese  orbit.  We  have 
adequate  military  ancl^ivilian  testimony 
on  that  score. 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION — STATEMENT 
BY  SENATOR  Wlt^Y 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  statement  which  l>ask  to  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  on  the  subject  orsftural 
Electrification. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  stlke- 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  W 
Record,  as  follows: 

A  Modern  Standard  op  Living  for  American 
Agriculture 

I  have  commented  previously  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  this  essential  fact:  The  American 
farmer  of  today  insists  upon  his  God-given 
right  to  enjoy  as  high  a  standard  of  living, 
Insofar  as  possible,  as  the  folks  who  live 
in  the  villages  and  cities.  The  day  is  gone 
when  the  farmer  in  Wisconsin  or  anywhere 
else  in  America  would  be  content  to  be  a 
second-class  citizen,  so  to  speak.  All  of 
us  who  have  lived  and  worked  on  farms, 
know  the  back-breaking  labor  and  hours 
which  the  farmer  and  his  family  put  in. 
We  know  that  if  there  is  anybody  on  God’s 
green  earth  who  deserves  a  high  standard 
of  living,  it  is  the  men  and  women  who 
produce  the  Nation’s  food  and  fibers. 

CHALLENGE  TO  CONGRESS 

This  Congress  is  challenged  by  many  pieces 
of  legislation  in  order  to  help  Improve  the 
standard  of  living  on  the  Nation’s  farms. 
We’ve  got  to  make  the  farmer’s  life  more 
interesting,  more  comfortable,  insofar  as  pos¬ 
sible.  We’ve  got  to  bring  in  electricity  to 
more  farms,  more  phones  to  the  farm,  more 
conveniences  for  the  farmer’s  housewife  and 
children. 

I  say  that  not  only  in  the  Interests  of 
the  farmer,  but  in  the  Interests  of  the 
businessman  and  the  laboring  man  in  the; 
village,  town,  and  city.  If  we  bring  tt 
miracle  of  more  electricity  to  the  Nation's 
farms,  we  make  the  farmer  a  consumejrfor 
all  the  tremendous  variety  of  gadgets.whlch 
are  so  essential  in  the  average  household. 
The  farmer  should  have  a  refrigql'ator,  an 
electric  stove,  a  washing  machine,  a  hot 
water  heater,  automatic  coal  ejtoker  or  oil 
furnace,  vacuum  cleaners,  a  radio,  a  tele¬ 
vision  set,  deep  freezer,  as  wejl;  as  many  other 
items  which  most  folk$-  in  the  cities 
wouldn’t  think  of  doing  without. 

A  recent  issue  of  tlie  Wisconsin  REA 
News  discussed  this  subject  in  detail  and 
commented  upon  Horizons  Unlimited  in 
Electric  Age.  It.  showed,  for  example,  how 
electricity  can  do  farm  chores  that  were 
previously  absolutely  impossible  to  do  on 
the  average  smfdl  farm  or  that  took  so  many 
man-hours  as^to  be  uneconomical  or  com¬ 
pletely  exhausting. 

Fifty  years  ago  less  than  20  percent  of 
Wisconsin’s  farms  were  connected  to  electric 
lines.  Fortunately,  within  the  last  12  years 
kilowatts  have  been  brought  to  over  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  farms  on  the  Nation’s  dairyland. 
Everyone  who  has  lived  on  a  dairy  or  other 
farm  knows  what  an  electric  milk,  cooler 
can  mean,  a  barn  ventilator,  a  portable  milk¬ 
ing  machine,  a  silage  cutter,  an  electric  chick 


brooder,  hay  hoist,  as  well  as  innumerable 
other  farm  machines. 

WISCONSIN’S  TOP  POSITION  IN  DAIRYING 
Electricity  has  helped  Wisconsin  gain  its 
top-notch  position  in  American  dairying. 
Today,  my  State  has  more  than  one-tenth 
of  all  the  dairy  cattle  in  the  United  States — 
over  23,750,000  cows.  Wisconsin  farmers 
use  more  than  one-sixth  of  the  Nation’s 
milking  machines,  over  36,000.  The  value 
of  our  dairy  cattle  is  over  $504,000,000. 

Fourteen  of  the  Nation’s  25  highest 
milk -producing  counties  are  in  Wisconsin. 
Our  cheese  factories  produce  87  percent  of 
the  Nation’s  brick  and  munster  cheese,  66 
percent  of  Swiss  cheese,  55  percent  of  Italian 
cheese,  48  percent  of  limburger,  46  percent 
of  our  great  standby — delicious  American 
cheese,  30  percent  -of  cream  cheese. 

I  cite  these  figures  as  an  Indication  of 
the  meaning  of  dairying  to  Wisconsin.  That, 
in  turn,  brings  us  to  the  fact  that  efficient, 
modern  dairying  is  essential  in  order  to  as¬ 
sure  an  ever  better  market  for  Wisconsin 
towns  and  cities,  as  well  as  areas  elsewhere 
in  our  Nation. 

LACK  OF  ENOUGH  PHONES 

We  still,  of  course,  have  a  long  way  to  go 
^toward  bringing  the  farm  up  to  a  truly  Amer-^ 
can  standard  of  living.  The  lack  of  sufficier 
ratal  telephone  service  is  but  one  illustratio" 
Eva&in  a  State  which  has  enjoyed  consHfer- 
ableXarnr  prosperity,  like  Wisconsin,  iy' 1945 
only  3S.000  of  our  farms  had  phonos;  or  a 
bare  48^  percent.  Yet  25  years  previously, 
51.9  percent  of  Wisconsin’s  farms  hjra  phones. 
Why,  I  asBw  and  everyone  asksyfhould  not 
we  act  by  ^appropriate  legislation  to  help 
make  sure  thBi  these  farms  j to  get  phones?  ! 
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[JRNS  TO  THE  FARMER 


Tied,  up,  of  cofkse,  wi^l  the  whole  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  6tandarc^>f  living  of  the  Wiscon¬ 
sin  farmer  is  the  queijton  of  whether  or  not 
he  personally  will  ha^fche  purchasing  power 
in  order  to  buy  modern  conveniences.  When 
Wisconsin  farmery  ire  receiving,  as  they  are 
in  many  areas  now,  around  Agents  for  a  quart , 
of  milk  (the  agme  quart  sellk. in  the  city  fori 
19  to  20  cen^j  how  can  the  firmer  possibly  ; 
buy  the  products  produced  by  thecity  laborer  | 
or  sold  b^lhe  country  store?  1  y 

SELF-SUPPORTING  REA  LOANS  IN  WISCONSIN 

Thatfarmer  does  not  ask  for  any  special 
privileges  but  only  asks  what  he  is  entitled 
tojfs  the  very  backbone  of  this  Nation.  The 
rmer,  organized  in  his  rural  electrical  cq- 
Sperative,  has  paid  the  Government  for  the. 
blessing  of  having  electricity  brought  to  his*: 
farm.  The  first  REA  loan  in  Wisconsin  was 
approved  in  May  1936.  As  of  June  1949,  the 
Rural  Electrification  Administration  had  ap¬ 
proved  more  than  $80,000,000  in  loans  to  31 
Wisconsin  cooperative  borrowers.  These 
loans  have  covered  the  full  cost  of  power 
facilities,  but  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  money  is  granted  only  on  the  condition 
that  it  be  repaid  at  2  percent  Interest  over  a 
maximum  period  of  35  years.  The  loans  have 
enabled  the  co-ops  to  finance  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  27,000  miles  of  electric  lines  and  other 
rural  electric  facilities  in  order  to  serve  al¬ 
most  80,000  farms  and  rural  establishments. 
The  REA  News  reports  that  “most  of  the  con¬ 
struction  has  been  completed  but  additional 
lines  are  being  built  as  rapidly  as  possible.’’ 

THIS  IS  FREE  ENTERPRISE  AT  WORK 

This,  Mr.  President,  is  not  in  contrast  to 
our  free-enterprise  system.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  a  vital  element  of  our  free-enterprise  5 
system.  How  can  our  private  economy  pos-  f 
slbly  be  sound  and  prosperous  unless  it  is 
based  upon  a  sound  and  prosperous  farming 
with  high  purchasing  power  and  a  tre¬ 
mendous  demand  for  new  goods  and  services? 

I  mention  these  facts  not  because  our  rural 
people  require  any  great  degree  of  informa¬ 
tion  on  them,  but  because  I  am  afraid  that 
those  folks  in  the  towns,  the  villages,  the 


cities,  are  not  sufficiently  aware  of  these  el* 
mentary  facts  of  life.  I  don’t  want  to  /ee 
a  gap  develop  between  the  city  and  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  don’t  want  to  see  misinformation  or 
phoney  charges  fly  back  and  forth.  /I  want 
to  see  cooperation  in  the  true  Amecftan  way. 
I  want  city  folks  to  understand  Jme  serious 
meaning  to  them  (not  only  toAhe  farmer) 
when  the  farmer's  milk  return  drops  as  it 
has  in  Wisconsin  to  a  terrialy  low  average 
in  May  of  $2.85  per  hundredweight  of  milk— 
a  decline  of  over  $1.42  frqjli  a  year  earlier. 

WISCONSIN  FARMER  INSISTS  ON  HIS  RIGHTS 

I  conclude  therefo/e  with  my  original 
thought:  The'fermwWis  no  longer  content  to 
be  cast  in  the  rolarot  an  oppressed  peasant 
which  was  and  As  his  traditional  role  in 
Europe.  The  farmer  today  is  educated,  alert, 
vigilant  to  lo after  his  own  interests,  to 
cooperate  wWi  his  fellow  farmers.  He  will 
not  be  treated  as  a  second-class  citizen.  He 
will  not  denied  elementary  comforts  and 
convenances  to  which  he  is  entitled.  He  will 
not  allow  his  economic  throat  to  be  cut  by  a 
GovaWiment  which  fails  to  recognize  his  need 
to yge t  back  his  costs  of  production  plus  a 
reasonable  profit  on  products  in  which  he 
ivests  so  much  back-breaking  toil  and  so 
rrmich  machinery  and  equipment. 

Let  there  be  more  sympathy  and  under¬ 
standing  of  the  farmer’s  problems.  Let  there 
be  more  encouragement  of  him  so  that  he 
in  turn  can  play  his  vital  role  in  relation  to 


FOREIGN-AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the- consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  inquire  of  the  majority 
leader  whether  or  not  there  is  to  be  a 
Saturday  session.  Many  Senators  are 
interested  in  knowing. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  there  will 
be  no  Saturday  session. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  5,  line  3,  which  will  be 
stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  5,  line  3, 
after  the  numerals  “1950’’,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  “ Provided  further,  That  no  part 
of  the  funds  herein  appropriated  with 
respect  to  which  local  currencies  are 
deposited  as  provided  in  section  115  (b) 
(6)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  shall,  after  deposit  in 
local  currency  accounts  as  a  result  of  as¬ 
sistance  furnished,  be  made  available  for 
expenditure  by  any  recipient  country  so 
long  as  such  country  (1)  fails  to  comply 
with  any  treaty  with  the  United  States, 
or  (2)  causes  or  permits  any  area  depend¬ 
ent  upon  it  (as  designated  in  the  Bilat¬ 
eral  Agreements)  to  fail  to  comply  with 
any  such  treaty." 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day,  as  will  appear  from  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  I  expressed  some  suspi¬ 
cion  that  Americans  located  in  Morocco 
were  acting  as  a  front  for  French  or 
Moroccan  citizens,  thereby  enabling 
them  to  import  goods  into  Morocco  which 
the  French  or  the  Moroccans  themselves 
could  not  import  because  of  restrictions 
imposed  upon  citizens  of  that  country 
under  our  agreement  with  France.  I 
had  nothing  but  a  suspicion;  but  a  Sena¬ 
tor  obtained  from  the  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress  a  copy  of  Harper’s  magazine  for 
September  1948,  in  which  appears  an 
article  entitled  “Young  Man,  Go  to  Casa- 
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blanca,"  written  by  Edward  Toledano. 
At  the  bottom  of  the  first  page  appears 
this  statement: 

Like  many  of  the  GI's  described  in  his  ar¬ 
ticle,  Edward  Toledano  landed  in  Morocco  in 
1942  with  the  American  forces  and  has  now 
returned  there  to  start  an  import  and  export 
business  of  his  own. 

This  article  was  reprinted  in  the  Read¬ 
er’s  Digest  in  abbreviated  form,  under  the 
heading  “Go  east,  young  man,  to  Casa¬ 
blanca,  by  Edward  Toledano,  who  landed 
in  Morocco  in  1942  with  the  United  States 
forces  and  now  has  an  import- export 
business  there." 

Above  that  is  the  hearing:  “The  boom 
in  Morocco,  where  European  refugees 
and  some  American  veterans  are  find¬ 
ing  new  prosperity.” 

I  should  like  to  read  a  few  extracts 
from  the  Harpers  magazine  article, 
which  I  think  justifies  fully  the  suspi¬ 
cions  I  expressed  yesterday.  I  read  now 
from  page  111  of  the  magazine: 

After  the  war,  many  GI’s  stayed  to  inves¬ 
tigate  the  possibilities  of  the  country  they 
had  so  briefly  seen.  A  few,  taking  advantage 
of  their  veterans’  priorities,  bought  entire 
camps  and  great  stocks  of  Army  surplus — 
with  the  backing  of  local  capital.  In  their 
hands,  Army  vehicles  were  used  to  create 
and  extend  transport  facilities  in  an  area 
poor  in  railroads.  With  the  prestige  of  their 
American  nationality,  they  eased  themselves 
into  partnerships  with  local  businessmen. 
Through  this  mutually  advantageous  union, 
they  could  exploit  the  oddly  constructed 
Moroccan  market  which  catered  to  a  Moorish 
majority  of  low  buying  power  and  to  Euro¬ 
peans  whose  increasing  prosperity  and  desire 
for  goods  far  outstripped  what  was  on  hand 
for  sale. 

The  problem  was  to  get  consumer  goods 
and  equipment  into  the  country  to  supply 
these  new  and  unsatisfied  needs.  French¬ 
men  were  hampered  by  the  difficulties  of  ob¬ 
taining  dollars,  coping  with  fluctuating  rates 
of  exchange  and  getting  import  licenses. 
Americans  on  the  other  hand  could  get  dol¬ 
lars  either  from  the  United  States  or  by 
sending  francs  into  the  International  Zone 
to  be  converted.  Extraterritorial  laws  made 
them  subject  only  to  United  States  consular 
authority  both  in  civil  and  commercial  reg¬ 
ulations.  Taxes  were  at  a  minimum.  And 
since  import  licenses  granted  to  Americans 
caused  no  drain  on  France’s  dollar  balance, 
they  were  easy  to  obtain. 

Into  this  low-tax  paradise,  the  ex-GI’s  dug 
their  roots,  bringing  their  families  or  marry¬ 
ing  local  French  girls.  *  *  * 

It  was  the  usual  competitive  struggle  with 
each  one  grabbing  for  an  assignment  to  sell 
the  latest  gadget  or  hold  an  important 
agency.  *  *  * 

These  Americans  who  had  vision  enough  to 
stay  are  cashing  in  on  the  salesmanship  of 
our  troops.  The  GI  enthusiasm  over  ice 
cream,  Coca-Cola,  and  other  small  luxuries 
of  their  former  life  has  spread  to  the  civilian 
population.  Today  hundreds  of  meters  of 
wall  space,  once  virgin  to  publicity,  are 
plastered  with  vividly  colored  posters. 

The  posters  are  in  Arabic,  as  indicated 
in  the  magazine. 

I  read  further: 

It  means  Coca-Cola  in  Arabic.  An  Ameri¬ 
can  who  had  formerly  been  in  the  diplomatic 
service  obtained  this  franchise  for  Morocco. 
Not  wishing  to  make  it  appear  that  Ameri¬ 
cans  were  hogging  all  the  profits  in  a  coun¬ 
try  not  theirs,  he  formed  a  company  which 
included  local  businessmen.  But  for  all  the 
native  participation,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
as  to  the  company’s  American  inspiration. 


Then,  In  describing  the  prices  the 
article  states: 

Chiclets  cost  10  francs  for  a  package  of 
four,  Philip  Morris  cigarettes  90  francs,  cokes 
25  francs.  To  translate  that  into  dollars, 
the  average  American  needs  a  slide  rule.  But 
the  experienced  Moroccan  can  rattle  off  the 
bewildering  equivalents:  Official  exchange, 
215  francs  to  the  dollars;  Paris  exchange,  305 
francs  to  the  dollar;  Tangier  exchange,  420 
francs  to  the  dollar.  Before  the  smallest 
deal  is  consummated  these  figures  must  be 
juggled.  *  *  * 

Of  such  is  the  life  of  the  twentieth-century 
American  pioneer.  And  though  he  will  tell 
you  that  Morocco  is  the  America  of  a  hundred 
years  ago,  he  will  smile  as  he  says  it  because 
today  he  pioneers  in  comfort.  As  a  former 
USAAF  sergeant  put  it,  he  now  “lives  like  a 
pasha,  with  servants  who  expect  to  be  treated 
as  such.  The  climate  is  excellent,  the  land 
can  be  cultivated  all  year  round,  and  there’s 
more  than  room  for  all  the  know-how  I 
learned  as  a  civilian  in  southern  California. 
I’ll  never  go  back  to  flying.” 

I  should  like  to  add  that  this  article, 
written  by  one  of  the  Americans  who  is 
engaged  in  business  in  Morocco,  clearly 
confirms  what  I  said  yesterday,  namely, 
that  they  have  been  using  their  American 
citizenship  as  a  front  to  enable  them  to 
accomplish  business  transactions  which 
neither  the  French  nor  the  Moroccans 
could  carry  on.  I  think  that  is  perfectly 
clear. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  What  is  the  date  of 
the  article? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  September  1948. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  answer,  I  wish  to 
read  from  a  letter  by  Mr.  Ernest  A.  Gross, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State,  who  was 
acting  for  the  Secretary  of  State,  as 
shown  on  page  10975  of  yesterday’s  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.  In  a  letter  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall],  Mr.  Gross  said: 

The  Department — 

Meaning  the  State  Department — 
has  repeatedly  recognized  that  American 
businessmen  have  specific  legitimate  griev¬ 
ances  in  French  Morocco  that  should  be 
remedied,  and  these  grievances  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  with  the  French  protectorate  authori¬ 
ties  during  the  negotiations.  In  this  con¬ 
nection  I  refer  you  to  the  memorandum  sent 
to  you  on  June  11,  another  copy  of  which  is 
attached  for  your  ready  reference.  The  De¬ 
partment  believes  that  the  position  of  Amer¬ 
icans  will  be  ameliorated  as  a  result  of  these 
discussions. 

I  read  now  from  the  document  enclosed 
in  that  letter: 

On  December  30,  1948,  the  French  pro¬ 
tectorate  authorities  in  Morocco  issued  a 
decree  relating  to  this  situation.  The  decree 
provided  that  imports  made  without  an  allo¬ 
cation  of  foreign  exchange  by  the  protector¬ 
ate  exchange  office  would  be  subject  to  the 
requirement  of  an  import  license,  and  lim¬ 
ited  such  imports  to  a  list  of  essential  goods. 

Because  of  the  United  States  treaty  posi¬ 
tion  in  Morocco,  no  law  or  regulation  may 
legally  be  applied  to  American  nationals  un¬ 
less  this  Government  has  given  assent  there¬ 
to.  The  French  protectorate  authorities 
therefore  requested  this  Government’s  assent 
to  the  application  of  this  decree  to  American 
nationals  resident  in  Morocco.  The  pro¬ 
tectorate  authorities  began  to  apply  the  de¬ 
cree  before  assent  was  given,  and  detained 


goods  consigned  to  Americans  in  the  Moroc¬ 
can  customs.  These  goods  were  released  at 
the  request  of  the  Department  of  State  before 
discussion  of  assent  took  place. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  a 
question  of  judging  as  between  an  article 
written  a  year  and  a  half  ago  by  some 
person  who  wished  to  have  something  to 
say  concerning  Americans  in  Morocco, 
and  a  recent  letter  from  the  State  De¬ 
partment.  Would  not  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  rather  believe  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  when  it  solemnly  asserts,  in  a  letter 
to  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  that  discrim¬ 
ination  is  being  practiced  against  Amer¬ 
icans  in  Morocco,  than  to  give  any  par¬ 
ticular  consideration  to  that  drivel  which 
was  written  some  time  ago  and  which,  as 
the  Senator  stated  yesterday,  relates  to  a 
suspicion  of  his  own? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  all  I 
have  stated  is  that  the  article  is  written 
by  one  of  the  Americans  who  is  engaged 
in  that  business  in  Morocco. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the 
case  of  many  such  articles,  is  it  not  often 
true  that  after  the  journalists  over  here 
get  through  making  making  them  ap¬ 
pealing  to  the  average  reader  there  is  so 
much  exaggeration  that  even  the  writer 
of  the  article  can  hardly  recognize  it  him¬ 
self? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  have  had  no  experi¬ 
ence  of  that  kind;  but  I  say  that  this 
gentleman,  who  is  a  former  soldier,  and 
who  now  is  engaged  in  business  in  Mo¬ 
rocco,  described  exactly  what  I  suspected 
was  going  on,  namely,  that  they  are  not 
doing  business  on  their  own,  but  they  are 
doing  business  in  order  to  accommodate 
French  and  Moroccans  who  could  not 
otherwise  take  advantage  of  trade  with 
this  country. 

Mr.  LONG.  Having  served  as  a  sailor 
in  that  area  once,  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  I  myself  saw  some  articles 
about  what  was  going  on  there  which 
had  no  similarity  whatever  to  fact.  One 
who  knew  the  facts  could  realize  how 
little  truth  there  was  in  them  and  how 
much  exaggeration.  Could  not  this  be  a 
similar  situation? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  cannot  conceive  why 
the  man  would  have  any  desire  to  tell 
anything  other  than  the  truth.  He  was 
merely  telling  his  own  story  of  what  hap¬ 
pened  there.  It  is  a  very  interesting 
article,  if  the  Senator  will  read  all  of  it. 

Mr.  LONG.  Is  it  not  true,  though, 
that  a  man  in  this  country  who  is  actu¬ 
ally  familiar  with  the  Moroccan  situa¬ 
tion  has  offered  evidence  and  testimony 
on  that  subject?  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  he  was  asked  his  opinion  of  this 
article  insofar  as  various  parts  of  it  may 
or  may  not  be  true. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Of  course  not,  because 
I  did  not  have  the  article  yesterday.  I 
only  obtained  it  through  the  courtesy  of 
a  Senator.  I  should  like  to  add  a  little 
more  to  what  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  read  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Gross,  of 
the  State  Department.  In  the  memo¬ 
randum  attached  to  the  letter,  the  De¬ 
partment  goes  on  to  say  that,  in  view  of 
these  representations,  the  Department 
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assents  to  this  decree,  but  that  the 
French  made  these  concessions: 

During  the  course  of  the  negotiations,  the 
French  protectorate  authorities  made  the 
following  proposals: 

1.  With  respect  to  the  allocation  of  dollar 
exchange,  they  would  (a)  establish  a  com¬ 
prehensive  system  of  Invitations  to  bid  on 
all  imported  products  susceptible  of  such 
treatment;  (b)  publicize  all  products  to  be 
imported;  (c)  establish  quotas  for  the  allo¬ 
cation  to  Americans  of  exchange  covering 
certain  commodities,  with  provision  for  new 
importers. 

To  continue  the  recital,  the  French 
authorities  agreed: 

2.  They  would  grant  licenses  liberally  for 
the  importation,  without  an  allocation  of 
foreign  exchange,  of  all  items  included  in 
the  list  of  essential  goods  published  with  the 
decree  of  December  30,  which  includes  cap¬ 
ital  equipment. 

3.  They  would  not  modify  this  list  with¬ 
out  the  consent  of  the  American  consulates 
in  French  Morocco.  • 

4.  They  would  grant  licenses  £or  the  im¬ 
portation,  without  an  allocation  of  foreign 
exchange,  of  maintenance  goods  not  on  the 
list,  upon  the  intervention  of  an  American 
consulate  in  Morocco. 

5.  They  would  value  imports  on  a  uniform 
basis  for  customs  purposes. 

In  view  of  these  proposals  our  au¬ 
thorities  agreed  to  the  decree.  That  is 
the  situation.  It  seems  to  me  those  ar¬ 
rangements  which  were  made  by  the 
American  consul  should  be  entirely  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Americans  engaged  in 
business  there  and  should  give  them  a 
just  and  fair  share  of  the  market.  But 
how  could  one  blame  the  French  in  the 
absence  of  any  understanding  of  this 
kind  for  stating  that  what  is  happening 
there  is,  “Our  laws  and  our  regulations 
are  being  flouted;  things  are  being  done 
that  no  Frenchman  can  do  and  no  Mo¬ 
roccan  can  do,  simply  because  a  man  says 
‘I  am  an  American’  and  insists  he  is  do¬ 
ing  it  for  himself,  when  in  truth  and 
fact,  he  was  acting  for  someone  else”? 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  I  understand  the  situ¬ 
ation,  as  it  has  been  described,  this  de¬ 
cree  was  in  all  respects  in  compliance 
with  the  treaty.  In  other  words,  the 
parties  to  the  treaty,  the  Moroccan  and 
American  Governments,  could  at  any 
time  make  an  agreement  that  they  would 
limit  the  rights  of  American  citizens  in 
certain  respects — if  our  nationals  were 
violating  the  lawg  there,  for  example. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  exactly  what 
was  the  occasion  or  the  necessity  for  this 
agreement. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  the  decree  is  then  be¬ 
ing  properly  enforced,  I  would  take  it 
there  is  no  violation  of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Not  at  all.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  doubt  about  it.  But 
what  I  object  to  is  the  assertion  that 
treaties  are  being  violated;  that  the 
American  flag  must  be  wrapped  around 
an  American  citizen  wherever  he  may  be 
and  he  may  do  whatever  he  pleases,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  letter  of  the  treaty,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  he  is  actually  asso¬ 


ciated  with  nationals  of  the  country  in 
which  he  is  located  in  doing  something 
which  they  themselves  could  not  do. 
That  seems  to  be  unfair. 

Moreover,  when  the  34  Americans  who 
belonged  to  the  association  were  re¬ 
quested  by  the  State  Department  to  sup¬ 
ply  information  as  to  their  business,  they 
refused  to  do  so.  It  was  a  general  in¬ 
quiry  made  of  all  American  interests  in 
Morocco.  Then,  when  there  came  a 
special  inquiry  after  their  complaint, 
they  again  refused  to  tell  anything  about 
their  business,  which  naturally  would 
arouse  suspicion,  at  least  in  my  mind, 
that  they  had  something  to  cover  up, 
and  did  not  want  to  make  a  proper  show¬ 
ing.  For  that  reason  I  felt  justified  in 
saying  yesterday,  what  is  amply  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  article  in  Harpers  Weekly, 
that  that  is  exactly  what  they  were 
doing. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  The  Senator  ad¬ 
verted  to  the  fact  that  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  is  now  negotiating  to  meet  the  ob¬ 
jections  of  the  complainants.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar]  directed  at¬ 
tention  to  a  letter  placed  in  the  Record 
yesterday  with  respect  to  the  matter,  and 
as  I  understand  from  the  Senator,  nego¬ 
tiations  are  going  on  to  clear  up  the 
situation. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  We  are  very  hope¬ 
ful  of  arranging  it;  but  to  cut  off  $30,000,- 
000  would  not,  in  the  long  run,  operate 
to  the  advantage  of  those  persons,  be¬ 
cause  restrictions  could  still  be  imposed 
and  a  satisfactory  settlement  of  the 
business  conditions  might  not  be  ob¬ 
tained. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  on 
page  5,  beginning  in  line  3. 

Mr?  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  say  a  word  or  two. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Texas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  point  of  no  quorum  will  be 
raised,  but  I  should  like  to  say  that  I 
sympathize  with  the  complainants.  I 
heard  them  rather  extensively  in  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  but 
they  did  not  seem,  to  my  mind,  to  make 
out  a  legitimate  case.  Their  lack  of 
frankness  in  revealing  their  business 
connections  and  associations  was  not  at 
all  reassuring.  Furthermore,  there  are 
other  American  concerns  which  are  doing 
business  in  that  area,  and  they  have  no 
difficulty  whatever  in  their  operations. 
The  complaint  made  is  that  under  the 
old  treaty  all  American  goods,  as  I 
understand,  were  admissible  without  any 
restrictions  or  duties.  I  am  assured  by 
the  Department  of  State  that  negotia¬ 
tions  are  being  carried  on  for  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  the  so-called  discriminations. 
One  thing  about  which  complaint  is 
made  is  that  in  order  to  import  goods  an 
import  license  must  be  obtained.  Com¬ 
plaint  is  also  made  that  in  some  cases 
there  has  been  prejudice  against  them 


and  in  favor  of  others,  and  that  that  con¬ 
stitutes  a  discrimination.  My  consulta¬ 
tions  with  those  who  deal  with  the  mat¬ 
ter  lead  me  to  believe  that  probably  in 
the  past  there  have  been  a  few  instances 
of  that  nature,  and  it  is  to  remedy  that 
situation  and  to  get  a  clear  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  matter  in  the  future  that  the 
State  Department  is  undertaking  by 
negotiation  to  correct  it.  So  i  hope,  Mr. 
President,  the  amendment  will  hot  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senator  is 
chairman  of  the  very  responsible  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations.  In  that 
capacity  has  he  received  a  communica¬ 
tion  or  had  information  from  the  State 
Department  that  leads  him  to  believe  the 
State  Department  is  doing  everything  it 
can  rightfully  do  to  protect  the  legitimate 
interests  of  American  citizens  doing  busi¬ 
ness  in  Morocco? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  cannot  give  the 
Senator  absolute,  detailed  assurances  on 
the  question,  but  I  had  a  conference  this 
morning  in  my  office  with  a  high  official 
of  the  ECA  and  with  a  representative  of 
Mr.  Hoffman  in  which  I  was  assured  that 
that  is  being  done.  I  have  a  recollection 
that  the  State  Department  assured  me 
of  that  fact.  How  far  they  have  gone 
and  what  point  they  have  reached,  I  can¬ 
not  state  in  detail,  but  I  am  sure  it  is  a 
fact  that  the  State  Department  wants  to 
protect  the  rights  of  American  citizens 
there.  However,  let  me  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  when  American  citizens  refuse 
to  divulge  their  business  or  operations 
they  are  not  in  very  good  grace  to  be 
demanding  the  things  which  they  are 
demanding. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  agree  that  some  American  citizens  in 
Morocco  in  the  past  year  or  the  past  2 
years  have  had  difficulty  with  the  French 
authorities  and  that  their  rights  as 
American  citizens  are  not  fully  protected 
under  our  treaty? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  am  sure  they  feel 
that  way.  I  cannot  give  details,  but  the 
black-market  operations  have  a  bearing 
on  the  question.  Their  refusal  to  di¬ 
vulge  to  our  own  American  consul  the 
facts  of  their  business,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
a  strong  point  against  their  contentions. 
I  am  not  thoroughly  familiar  with  all  the 
details  of  the  transaction,  but,  on  the 
whole,  I  think  the  sacrifice  of  $30,000,000 
which  would  go  to  that  area  simply  to 
placate  those  gentlemen  is  beside  the 
point.  They  are  American  citizens  and 
they  should  be  willing  to  allow  the  State 
Department  to  work  out  the  problem  and 
to  adjust  the  matter  satisfactorily. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understood 
from  a  letter  which  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  sent  to  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  SALTONSTALL] - 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  From  whom? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Fi'om  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Ernest  A.  Gross. 
In  that  letter  there  is  reference  to  a 
decree  which  was  issued  by  the  French 
protectorate  authorities  in  Morocco  un- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  August  5 


11030 

der  date  of  December  30,  1948.  Under 
our  treaty  this  decree  cannot  become 
operative,  and  I  read: 

Because  no  law  or  regulation  may  legally 
be  applied  to  American  nationals  unless  this 
Government  has  given  assent  thereto. 

Since  this  Government  has  not  given 
assent  thereto,  how  can  it  be  said  that 
our  nationals  have  violated  those  de¬ 
crees? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  cannot  answer 
that  question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand, 
there  is  no  violation  of  any  existing  law. 
The  decree  which  was  issued  under  date 
of  December  30,  1948,  cannot  become 
operative  until  we  assent  to  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Our  Government  did 
assent  to  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  Congress  must  act  be¬ 
cause  it  involved  the  treaty  itself. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Not  necessarily,  at  all. 
The  State  Department  can  assent  to  it. 
It  assented  to  it  for  a  period  of  3  months, 
subject  to  the  conditions  which  I  read  to 
the  Senate.  The  question  would  remain 
open  after  that.  Negotiations  are  now 
under  way,  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Texas  referred. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
view  that  such  a  question  can  be  dealt 
with  entirely  by  the  State  Department, 
without  any  reference  to  Congress? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  not  what  I 
understand  the  law  to  be.  It  would  be 
possible  for  the  Executive  Department 
to  change  the  terms  of  a  treaty  legally 
ratified  by  the  Senate,  without  submit¬ 
ting  the  matter  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  call  the  Senator’s  at¬ 
tention  to  this  statement  written  by  Mr. 
Gross,  Assistant  Secretary: 

In  view  of  these  proposals,  and  of  this 
Government’s  interest  in  the  effective  utili¬ 
zation  of  the  dollar  resources  of  the  franc 
zone,  the  American  Legation  at  Tangier, 
Morocco,  upon  instructions  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State,  informed  the  French  protec¬ 
torate  authorities  on  June  10  that  the  United 
States  Government  gave  its  assent  to  the 
decree  for  a  period  of  3  months. 

They  must  have  had  authority  to  do  it, 
or  they  would  not  have  done  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  have  the 
treaty  before  me.  It  seems  to  me  that 
such  a  decree  was  in  direct  violation  of 
the  treaty  and  if  I  am  correct,  then  the 
Executive  has  no  right  to  assent  to  such 
a  decree.  The  treaty  should  have  been 
presented  to  the  Senate  in  a  revised  form 
so  as  to  cover  the  action  taken  by  the 
Moroccan  authorities  and  thereby  affect 
our  nationals. 

Mr.  DULLES.  Mr.  President,  this  de-^ 
bate  has  to  do  with  a  matter  which  I 
think  legitimately  concerns  the  Senate. 
In  this  situation,  as  oftentimes,  I  am 
sorry  to  say,  the  Department  of  State 
may  not  have  been  as  vigilant  as  it 
should  have  been  to  protect  the  interests 
of  American  citizens  abroad.  I  am  in 
entire  sympathy  with  anything  that  can 
be  done  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  arouse  the  Department  of  State 
to  greater  vigilance  in  this  respect. 


Having  said  that,  however,  I  must  go  on 
to  say  that  it  seems  to  me  the  procedure 
contemplated  here,  while  it  may  be 
healthy,  so  far  as  it  has  gone,  in  arousing 
the  State  Department  to  greater  con¬ 
cern,  would  not  be  healthy  if  it  resulted 
in  the  actual  embodiment  in  a  statute 
of  the  condition  which  is  proposed. 

I  say  that,  Mr.  President,  because  in 
international  affairs,  as  in  national  af¬ 
fairs,  there  are  certain  orderly  processes 
of  law  enforcement.  In  this  particular 
case  the  Senate  would  in  a  sense  under¬ 
take  to  make  the  United  States  its  own 
enforcement  officer,  through,  in  effect, 
prohibiting  the  release  of  counterpart 
funds  to  any  country  which  violated  a 
treaty.  That  assumes  that  there  is  a 
treaty  violation  on  the  facts,  and  that 
the  remedy  which  is  proposed  is  an  ap¬ 
propriate  remedy  commensurate  with 
the  offense. 

Senators  will  surely  remember  that 
not  so  long  ago^in  July  1946,  the  Senate 
by  overwhelming  vote  approved  adher¬ 
ence  to  the  Court  of  International  Jus¬ 
tice,  the  statute  of  which  is  part  of  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations.  In  that 
adherence  we  accepted  the  Court  of  In¬ 
ternational  Justice  as  having — and  I 
read  from  the  resolution — “compulsory 
ipso  facto  and  without  special  agree¬ 
ment,  in  relation  to  any  other  state  ac¬ 
cepting  the  same  obligation,  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice 
in  all  legal  disputes  hereafter  arising 
concerning  *  *  *  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  a  treaty:  *  *  *  the  exist¬ 

ence  of  any  fact  which,  if  established, 
would  constitute  a  breach  of  an  interna¬ 
tional  obligation;  *  *  *  the  nature 

or  extent  of  the  reparation  to  be  made 
for  the  breach  of  an  international  ob¬ 
ligation.” 

France  has  accepted  the  same  obliga¬ 
tion,  so  that,  in  relation  to  alleged  treaty 
violations  with  France,  or  with  any  other 
country  with  which  we  have  a  similar 
arrangement,  and  which  has  perhaps 
violated  a  treaty,  it  has  been  agreed  that 
the  Court  of  International  Justice  is  the 
body  which  has  compulsory  jurisdiction 
to  pass  upon  the  interpretation  of  the 
treaty,  the  existence  of  facts  which  might 
constitute  a  violation  of  the  treaty,  and 
the  remedy  to  be  provided. 

I  would  certainly  hope  that  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States,  in  a  very  under¬ 
standable  and  perhaps  legitimate  effort 
to  arouse  the  State  Department  to  the 
duty  of  enforcing  our  treaty  rights, 
should  not  usurp  to  this  country  the  au¬ 
thority  to  be  itself  the  judge  of  the  facts, 
of  the  interpretation  of  the  treaty,  the 
breach  of  the  treaty,  and  the  remedy  to 
be  applied,  because  if  we  do  that  we  make 
ourselves  guilty  of  the  same  type  of 
treaty  breach  with  which  we  are  now 
charging  other  countries. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  orderly  proc¬ 
esses  of  law  enforcement,  as  between 
individuals  and  as  between  nations,  and 
if  we  propose  to  set  an  example  which 
will  contribute  to  the  development  of 
international  law  and  of  justice  between 
nations,  we  must  follow  in  our  inter¬ 
national  relations  the  same  practices 
which  we  follow  comparably  within  our 
own  country. 


We  will  be  considering  here  shortly 
a  bill  to  increase  salaries.  Suppose  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations  at¬ 
tached  a  provision  to  the  bill  that  no  part 
of  the  proposed  salary  increase  should 
go  to  anyone  who  had  been  guilty  of  a 
traffic  violation.  Clearly  that  would  be 
a  usurping  of  a  law  enforcement  process 
by  the  Congress.  There  are  courts 
which  exist  to  determine  whether  or  not 
people  commit  traffic  violations,  and 
what  the  penalties  shall  be  if  they  do. 
That  is  the  way  in  which  we  deal  do¬ 
mestically  with  possible  lawbreakers. 

I  earnestly  urge  upon  the  Senate  that, 
when  it  comes  to  deal  with  the  question 
of  treaty  enforcement,  it  should  follow 
the  processes  which  have  been  agreed  to 
between  our  country  and  France  and 
many  other  countries,  and  if  we  want  to 
put  pressure  upon  the  State  Department, 
we  should  find  a  way  to  do  it  which  will 
not  involve  us  in  departing  from  the 
orderly  processes  of  international  inter¬ 
course. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield?- 

Mr.  DULLES.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  it  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  position  that  if  we  carry  out  what 
the  pending  amendment  would  ask  us 
to  carry  out,  and  it  were  enacted  into 
law,  we  would  then  be  violating  another 
international  agreement  we  have  made, 
submitting  ourselves  to  the  World  Court? 

Mr.  DULLES.  In  my  opinion,  we 
would  be. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  make  a  supplemental  observa¬ 
tion  to  what  it  seems  to  me  is  the  unan¬ 
swerable  position  taken  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles!. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Senator 
said,  among  other  things,  that  the  penal¬ 
ty  should  fit  the  crime  in  respect  to  a 
treaty  violation,  if  a  violation  exists. 
What  is  the  penalty  which  is  being  fitted 
to  this  crime,  if  there  be  one?  I  use  the 
word  “crime’’  only  for  the  sake  of  the 
argument. 

Under  the  amendment  whatever  has 
happened  in  Morocco,  if  in  our  own  uni¬ 
lateral  judgment  it  violates  a  treaty,  is 
to  be  penalized  by  the  withdrawal  of  all 
aid  under  ECA  from  the  country  which 
is  responsible  for  this  dependent  area,  to 
wit,  France.  .  Therefore  the  penalty  is  to 
be  the  withdrawal  of  all  aid  from  France, 
and  obviously  the  withdrawal  of  all  aid 
from  France  is  the  collapse  of  ECA. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that  un¬ 
derscores  the  observation  of  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York.  Even  though  this 
offense  exists,  as  alleged,  surely  it  does 
not  warrant  a  penalty  of  that  magni¬ 
tude,  because  that  penalty  in  turn  has 
its  repercussions  upon  us.  It  seems  to 
me  this  discussion  of  the  penalty  in  turn 
underscores  the  argument  of  the  able 
Senator  from  New  York  that  if  there  is 
a  treaty  violation  it  should  be  adjudi¬ 
cated  between  equal  partners  to  the 
treaty  by  a  tribunal  which  takes  full  ju¬ 
risdiction  of  all  the  facts  and  arrives  at 
a  judicial  conclusion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson  in  the  chair).  The  question  is 
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on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Anderson 

Hoey 

Miller 

Brewster 

Holland 

Mllllkin 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Bridges 

Hunt 

Mundt 

Butler 

Ives 

Myers 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Neely 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Conor 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Connaily 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kem 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Langer 

Stennls 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ellender 

Long 

Taylor 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Flanders 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tydings 

George 

McFarland 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Graham 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Hill 

Martin 

Maybank 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  the  committee 
amendment  on  page  5,  beginning  in  line 
3  and  ending  in  line  12. 

Mr.  JENNER.  On  this  question  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  brief  statement  in  order  that 
the  record  in  respect  to  this  issue  may 
be  clarified. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hay¬ 
den]  on  yesterday  voiced  a  suspicion  that 
all  the  activities  of  the  34  American  pe¬ 
titioners  in  Africa,  who  are  before  the 
Senate  at  this  moment,  were  illegal.  He 
based  it,  as  he  stated,  upon  the  fact  that 
no  answer  had  been  made  to  a  request 
by  the  American  consul  general  at  Casa¬ 
blanca  for  a  report  from  the  American 
Trade  Association. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  vouch  for  the 
authenticity  of  the  matter  which  was 
handed  me  as  I  came  into  the  Senate 
Chamber  today,  but  I  think  it  could  be 
certainly  depended  upon  as  much  as  a 
mere  suspicion  held  by  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  growing  out  of  what  he  con¬ 
sidered  the  failure  of  the  record  taken 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
disclose  all  the  details  as  to  these  activi¬ 
ties.  I  hold  in  my  hand  what  purports 
to  be  a  carbon  copy  of  a  Letter  addressed 
to  the  American  Consul  General  at  Casa¬ 
blanca  under  date  of  May  27,  1949,  which 
is  as  follows : 

Dear  Sir:  Enclosed  Is  a  report  ol  imports 
by  members  of  this  association  during  1946, 
1947,  and  1948,  as  requested  in  your  letter 
of  19  May. 

We  have  attached  a  membership  list  as  of 
this  date,  and  have  shown  which  of  these 
listed  are  represented  in  the  above  report. 
We  regret  that  the  figures  are  incomplete. 
A  number  of  our  members  are  absent  from 
Casablanca,  some  of  them  in  the  United 
States,  and  their  representatives  are  not  in 
•a  position  to  give  us  the  wanted  informa¬ 
tion.  Others  have  been  engaged  chiefly  in 
transport  or  construction  rather  than  im¬ 
port  and  several  are  too  recently  established 
here  to  be  included  in  the  report. 


We  fully  appreciate  the  Importance  of  sta¬ 
tistics  of  this  kind,  both  to  the  consulate  in 
planning  and  to  ourselves  as  participating 
in  future  allocations.  The  figures  given  are 
as  nearly  complete  as  was  possible  on  short 
notice. 

Attached  is  a  list  of  the  names  of  the 
American  citizens  who  are  members  of 
this  American  Trade  Association. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Is  that  a  list  of  those 
who  furnished  the  figures,  or  is  it  merely 
a  list  of  those  who  are  members  of  the 
association? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  lists  the  members 
of  the  association,  with  an  asterisk  op¬ 
posite  those  who  are  not  represented  in 
the  financial  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  list  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  wTas 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

LIST  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE  AMERICAN  TRADE 
ASSOCIATION  OF  MOROCCO 

James  Ablsror,  Isaac  Abitbol,  Herbert* 
Abrahms,1  H.  Akima,1  Lee  Benson,  Bendahan, 
Victor  Cohen,  Robert  Deal,  F.  H.  Frisher 
Adolph  Fromer,1  Leopold  Greenburg,  Julius 
Gerschowitz,  Nathan  Heifer,  Robert  R.  Harper, 
Carl  B.  Humphrey,  Kurt  Klein,  Victor  Kahili, 
Kleinfinger,  Willy  Laudon,1  Irving  Levy,1 
Robert  McDonald,1  Leland  McAlary,1  Albert 
Mevi,1  Clarence  C.  Nelson,  Jerome  S.  Nusbaum, 
Peter  G.  Peters,1  Maurice  R.  Parent,  John  B. 
Patterson,  Gene  Rettig,  Robert  E.  Rodes 
Arthur  Russel,  Edwin  Sendro,  G.  Gus  Strat¬ 
ton,  Edward  Toledano,1  Joseph  Weckerle, 
Alexander  N.  Vardas.1 

I  was  further  advised  by  the  gentleman 
who  stopped  me  at  the  elevator  today 
that  the  report  which  was  submitted  was 
accepted  by  the  consulate,  that  there  had 
been  no  further  correspondence  from  the 
consulate,  and  that  so  far  as  these  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  knew,  there  was  nothing  in 
the  report  which  was  questioned  until 
the  statement  was  made  on  the  floor  by 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  yesterday.  I 
vouch  for  none  of  those  statements.  I 
place  them  before  the  Senate  for  what 
they  may  be  worth. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  read  from 
a  magazine  article  which  was  written  by 
some  American  GI  who  had  been  in  busi¬ 
ness  in  that  area.  I  am  sure  the  Senate 
would  not  convict  all  of  these  citizens 
on  any  such  statement  as  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  read.  He  talked  about  the 
fact  that  American  GI’s  had  established 
a  taste  for  chewing*  gum  and  Coca-Cola 
in  north  Africa,  as  though  some  terrible 
crime  had  been  committed  by  our  troops. 
If  that  be  a  sin,  we  have  contaminated 
the  entire  face  of  the  earth.  I  can  say 
for  his  benefit  that  it  was  my  privilege 
to  go  around  the  world  in  1943,  and  visit 
every  area  where  American  soldiers  were 
stationed.  There  are  Coca-Cola  bottling 
plants  all  over  the  world.  Children  who 
know  only  three  or  four  words  of  English 
ask  for  chewing  gum  or  a  chocolate  bar. 
They  had  previously  not  known  anything 
about  such  things.  But  with  the  spread 
of  the  desire  for  those  so-called  luxuries 
all  over  the  world,  today  I  say  with  par¬ 
donable  pride — because  Coca-Cola  origi¬ 


1  Not  represented  in  financial  report. 


nated  in  my  State,  as  most  good  things 
financially  originate  down  there  and  soon 
get  into  other  hands — that  there  are  now 
Coca-Cola  bottling  plants  in  Cairo,  Egypt, 
in  Karachi,  India,  and  in  Calcutta. 
Coca-Cola  is  found  even  in  the  province 
of  Chabua,  where  there  is  no  real  city. 
Chewing  gum,  chocolate  bars,  and  cigar¬ 
ettes  likewise  reach  those  remote  areas. 
They  are  symbols  of  American  civiliza¬ 
tion  which  seem  to  appeal  to  people  who 
reside  everywhere  our  troops  have  been. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Does  the  Senator  con¬ 
sider  that  exportation  from  the  United 
States  and  importation  into  the-  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  with  which  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  of  Coca-Cola,  chewing  gum,  and 
candy  bars  promotes  their  recovery? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  know.  I  do 
know  that  we  have  placed  emphasis  on 
tobacco  going  to  Germany,  on  the  theory 
that  it  would  help  Germany  rehabilitate 
its  economy  to  afford  tobacco  to  those 
who  work.  I  do  know  that  there  are 
people  in  the  United  States  who  would 
think  that  they  were  denied  an  essential 
of  life  if  they  did  not  have  chewing  gum. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  some  Members  of 
this  distinguished  body  on  occasion  use 
chewing  gum  and  enjoy  it.  Whether 
it  helps  them  or  not,  or  whether  it  ex¬ 
pedites  the  business  of  the  Senate,  I 
could  not  say.  But  I  do  know  that  to¬ 
bacco,  at  least,  has  been  stamped  as 
essential  to  a  recovery  oprogram. 

In  this  statement,  for  which  I  do  not 
vouch,  reference  is  made  to  the  cigar¬ 
ette  and  candy  business.  This  state¬ 
ment  is  made: 

They  talk  about  chewing  gum  and  Coca- 
Cola.  I  will  admit  that  they  are  not  neces¬ 
sary,  but  in  1948,  when  a  few  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  dollars’  worth  of  gum  and  Coca-Cola 
•was  available,  the  little  native  boys,  who 
need  nothing,  brought  in  far  more  aromatic 
herbs,  palm  leaves,  and  camel’s  hair  than 
they  bring  in  when  they  have  nothing  to 
spend  their  money  for.  This  is  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  exports  of  articles  depend¬ 
ing  on  native  trade  were  raised  considerably 
in  1948. 

It  is  this  gentleman’s  view  that  the 
little  boys  bring  in  more  of  the  exports 
which  bring  dollars  to  Morocco — and  the 
dollar  is  valuable  anywhere  in  the 
world — if  chewing  gum  and  Coca-Cola 
are  available,  thereby  helping  export 
trade. 

I  do  not  vouch  for  that  statement, 
but  I  can  readily  understand  it.  I 
know  that  an  American  boy  will  clean 
up  the  grounds,  police  the  yard,  and  cut 
the  grass  for  the  promise,  of  chewing 
gum;  so  I  can  understand  the  Moroc¬ 
can  boy  making  a  greater  contribution 
to  the  sum  total  of  exports  of  that  nar 
tion,  and  thereby  increasing  the  wealth 
of  that  nation,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  chewing  gum  and  Coca-Cola  are 
available.  I  am  not  insisting  that  they 
are  necessary.  I  say  that  that  is  not 
the  sole  issue  here. 

I  listened  to  the  argument  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
VandenbergI,  in  which  he  stated  that  the 
penalty  which  was  sought  by  this  amend¬ 
ment  far  exceeded  any  crime  which  may 
have  been  committed.  There  are  two 
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ways  of  looking  at  that  question.  If  we 
are  to  assume  that  a  Frenchman  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  same  consideration  at  the 
hands  of  the  American  Congress  as  is 
an  American  citizen,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  correct;  but  I  see  a  differ¬ 
ence.  What  we  are  giving  to  France  is 
a  sheer  bounty.  Our  obligation  to  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  anywhere  in  the  world  is  a 
moral  duty.  I  insist  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  our  responsibility 
to  France  and  our  responsibility  to  Amer- 
can  citizens.  I  believe  that  France,  as 
the  recipient  of  our  bounty,  has  some 
obligation  to  see  that  we  are  permitted 
to  discharge  our  duty  to  American  citi¬ 
zens  who  at  the  present  time  are  being 
discriminated  against  and  penalized  by 
virtue  of  unilateral  violation  of  a  treaty. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  with  trepida¬ 
tion  to  one  so  expert  in  international 
affairs. 

Mr.  LODGE.  The  Senator  need  have 
no  trepidation  about  yielding  to  me.  I 
am  not  an  expert  on  international  af¬ 
fairs  or  anything  else.  However,  I  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  argument  was  made 
that  the  reason  why  this  amendment 
was  unwise  was  that  it  permitted  send¬ 
ing  into  France  American  luxury  goods 
of  a  character  which  the  Marshall  plan 
was  not  designed  to  support,  and  that 
it  was  therefore  placing  an  unfair  bur¬ 
den  on  the  American  taxpayer  to  finance 
sending  into  France  American  luxury 
goods  which  are  not  justified  under  the 
terms  of  a  program  which  the  Senator 
very  rightly  described  as  a  bounty. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  These  imports  are  not 
made  under  the  terms  of  the  ECA  Act. 
This  is  the  last  remnant  of  American 
private  business  in  Morocco.  I  am  not 
arguing  that  we  should  send  chewing 
gum  and  Coca-Cola  as  ECA  aid.  This  is 
a  question  of  whether  or  not  private 
American  citizens  are  entitled  to  do  busi¬ 
ness  in  those  commodities  if  they  so 
desire. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  feels  sure  that  he  is 
right  in  describing  our  ECA  program  so 
far  as  the  French  are  concerned  as  a 
bounty.  If  it  is  a  question  of  bounty, 
we  have  no  business  to  set  up  the  ECA. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  yield  for-  that  purpose.  I  have  the 
floor.  I  do  not  propose  to  go  back  and 
debate  the  entire  merits  of  the  European 
economic  program.  If  we  did  not  .think 
we  would  get  some  benefits  from  it,  we 
would  not  have  gone  into  it.  However, 
I  say  that  our  primary  responsibility  is 
to  the  American  people. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KILGORE.  To  my  mind,  the  the¬ 
ory  of  the  ECA  program,  and  the  only 
reason  I  have  ever  voted  for  it,  is  that 
it  was  designed  to  make  up  the  deficit 
in  dollar  exchange  in  order  that  their 
recovery  program  might  go  on.  By  that 
I  mean  the  difference  between  the  dol¬ 
lars  they  could  obtain  from  trade  and 
the  dollars  which  they  needed.  If  the 


dollars  which  they  obtain  from  trade  are 
spent  on  luxuries,  naturally  that  im¬ 
poses  a  greater  burden  on  the  ECA  pro¬ 
gram. 

Yesterday  we  noted  in  the  press  that 
the  British  complained  that  they  needed 
an  extra  $1,500,000,000  to  balance  their 
dollar  budget.  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  statement  comes  from  the  same 
source  or  not,  but  if  dollars  are  being 
used  for  the  purchase  of  luxury  pro¬ 
ducts,  and  if  by  our  actions  we  are  pre¬ 
cluding  a  foreign  nation  from  policing 
its  own  economy  under  a  restricted  eco¬ 
nomic  system,  I  think  then  we  are  in  a 
rather  bad  light. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  stated  yesterday 
that  if  any  American  citizen  held  any 
improper  privilege  under  this  treaty  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  State  Department  to 
renegotiate  it  at  mce.  But  so  long  as 
these  rights  exist,  and  so  long  as  they 
are  being  flagrantly  violated,  we  have  a 
responsibility  to  American  citizens. 

This  is  not  altogether  a  question  of 
luxuries.  I  cannot  vouch  for  this  state¬ 
ment,  but  I  think  it  is  as  authoritative 
as  any  of  the  statements  which  have 
been  made  here.  The  question  does  not 
arise  in  connection  with  purely  luxury 
goods.  These  Americans  insist  that  un¬ 
der  the  treaty  they  are  entitled  to  im¬ 
port  luxury  goods.  But  the  question  did 
not  become  acute  until  they  were  denied 
licenses  for  the  importation  of  goods  of 
the  same  kind  and  character  as  other 
countries  were  permitted  to  import  into 
Morocco.  That  was  when  they  came  to 
the  Congress.  It  was  not  a  question  of 
luxury  goods.  They  insisted  on  their 
rights,  but  they  did  not  complain  bitter¬ 
ly.  However,  when  they  saw  their  ap¬ 
plications  for  licenses  to  import  goods 
denied,  and  similar  goods  being  im¬ 
ported  by  other  countries  which  did  not 
even  have  treaties  carrying  the  most- 
favored-nation  clause,  as  we  did,  they 
then  complained.  If  the  facts  are  as 
stated,  I  believe  that  they  had  every 
right  and  justification  to  complain,  and 
that  we  should  listen  to  them  as  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens. 

Mr.  DULLES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  my 
trepidation  increases,  but  I  yield  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  DULLES.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  addressed  himself  to  the 
matter,  so  far,  as  if  the  only  justification 
for  adoption  of  the  amendment  were  the 
particular  case  involving  Morocco.  In 
order  that  the  Senate  may  have  a  full 
awareness  of  what  is  proposed  to  be 
done  in  this  case,  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia 
whether  he  is  satisfied  that  the  Moroccan 
case  is  the  only  case  of  treaty  violation 
in  the  recipient  countries,  or  whether  it 
may  also  be  found  that  there  are  many 
other  treaty  violations.  For  example,  is 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  satisfied  that 
Great  Britain  is  carrying  out  the  Bret- 
ton  Woods  agreements;  and,  if  she  is  not, 
is  it  the  view  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
that  this  amendment  should  cut  off  aid 
to  Britain  in  the  form  of  ECA  funds? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  I  cannot  embark  upon  a  de¬ 


tailed  discussion  of  that  situation.  I  do 
not  know  how  the  amendment  would 
apply  to  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreement. 
Certainly  I  did  not  have  it  in  mind,  be¬ 
cause  I  did  not  know  of  any  other  viola¬ 
tion — none  had  been  brought  to  my  at¬ 
tention — which  denied  treaty  rights  to  an 
individual  American  citizen,  particularly 
to  one  who  had  fought  to  liberate  the 
country  which  now  is  attempting  to  dis¬ 
criminate  against  him.  But  if  that  is 
occurring  elsewhere,  I  shall  certainly  do 
all  within  my  power  to  see  that  any  Amer¬ 
ican  citizen  afffected  receives  his  rights 
under  the  treaty  being  violated  by  a  for¬ 
eign  power. 

I  cannot  say  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  who  is  much  more  familiar  than  I 
with  the  various  ramifications  of  the  mul¬ 
titude  of  treaties  which  have  been  signed 
during  the  years,  whether  other  cases  to 
which  the  amendment  would  apply  now 
exist;  but  certainly  this  is  one  case  of  a 
violation  which  has  been  brought  to  my 
attention  and  I  am  trying  to  correct  the 
injustice  in  this  case.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  confesses  that  American  citi¬ 
zens  were  being  unfairly  penalized.  The 
ECA  Administrator  said  they  were  being 
denied  some  of  their  rights.  So  I  am 
seizing  the  only  recourse  available  to  me 
as  a  Member  of  the  Congress  to  see  to  it, 
so  far  as  I  am  able  to  do  so,  that  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  are  protected  in  their  rights, 
wherever  they  may  be. 

Mr.  DULLES.  Mr.  President,  I  refer 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  proposed  amendment  which 
says: 

That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein  appro¬ 
priated  *  *  *  shall  *  *  *  be  made 

available  for  expenditure  by  any  recipient 
country  so  long  as  such  country  (1)  faUs  to 
comply  with  any  treaty  with  the  United 
States. 

Since  it  is-  not  known  what  the  scope 
of  that  provision  is — whether  it  applies 
only  to  Morocco,  or  whether  it  also  ap¬ 
plies  to  Great  Britain,  France,  and  so 
forth — does  the  Senator  believe  that,  in 
view  of  such  apparent  ignorance,  the 
Senate  should  adopt  this  amendment? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  my  judgment  the 
language  of  the  amendment  should  apply 
to  any  country  that  is  violating  a  sacred 
treaty  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  whether  that  country  be  Great 
Britain,  France,  or  Morocco.  I  am  not 
willing  to  reward  any  country  for  violat¬ 
ing  an  agreement  we  entered  into  in  good 
faith  and  scrupulously  observe. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  wrong  with 
that? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  cannot  see  anything 
wrong  with  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  any  nation  violates 
a  treaty,  why  should  we  sit  still  and  say 
nothing  about  it,  while  it  is  insisted, 
even  in  this  body,  that  we  keep  the  rec¬ 
ord  straight  and  act  in  good  faith  in 
connection  with  what  we  ourselves  have 
offered  to  do. 

The  only  reason  we  have  this  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  is  because  the  Congress  has  so 
ordered,  and  we  are  supposed  to  keep 
the  faith.  Of  course,  it  is  our  purpose 
to  keep  the  faith.  But  whether  the 
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country  involved  be  Great  Britain,  Mo¬ 
rocco,  Spain,  Mexico,  or  any  other  coun¬ 
try,  the  countries  should  keep  faith;  and 
if  they  do  not,  I  do  not  see  anything 
wrong  in  standing  up  for  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  it  not  time  for 
those  of  us  in  the  Senate  J3f  the  United 
States  to  begin  to  do  something  about 
requiring  other  countries  to  keep  their 
obligations  to  us?  We  legislate  on  the 
basis  of  representations  to  the  effect  that 
if  this  legislation  is  passed,  we  shall  re¬ 
quire  the  paiticipating  countries  to  meet 
certain  conditions  and  obligations. 
However,  after  we  go  along  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  a  year  or  so,  we  find  they  are 
not  meeting  those  obligations.  Yet  we 
are  expected  to  keep  pouring  out  our 
money. 

I  feel  that  as  we  are  legislating  on 
these  matters,  certainly  as  we  come  to 
appropriate  the  money  we  should  have 
some  accounting  as  to  performance  on 
that  part  of  those  who  have  been  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  assistance  we  give  at 
our  taxpayers’  expense. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Important  as  it  is  to 
us  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  na¬ 
tions  over  the  earth  which  have  not  yet 
been  swallowed  by  communism,  yet  I 
cannot  accept  the  proposition  that  all 
responsibility  is  purely  unilateral,  that 
all  responsibility  is  on  the  United  States 
of  America,  and  none  rests  upon  those 
who  have  also  assumed  responsibilities 
under  treaties. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  judgment,  if  the 
Senate  adopts  this  amendment  it  will 
have  done  no  violence.  I  would  be  of  the 
opinion — without  being  an  expert — that 
the  matter  affecting  these  34  American 
citizens  in  Morocco  probably  would  be 
cleared  up  within  24  hours  after  it  was 
known  that  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  had  expressed  a  determination  to 
protect  the  rights  of  our  people,  wherever 
they  may  be.  An  American  businessman 
in  Morocco,  with  his  rights  as  an  Ameri¬ 
can  citizen,  has  the  most  glorious  title 
with  which  any  living  human  being  can 
be  endowed  today.  Paul  once  boasted  of 
being  a  citizen  of  ancient  Rome,  but  how 
much  better  it  is  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States — unless  the  citizens  rights 
happen  to  come  in  conflict  with  some 
illegal  order  issued  by  some  nation  which 
we  are  afraid  will  not  accept  its  share  of 
aid  from  us  under  the  ECA  program. 

These  men  have  been  in  business. 
Some  of  them  may  have  been  in  the  black 
market.  I  will  not  say  that  they  have  or 
that  they  have  not,  although  I  have  not 
the  strong  suspicions  on  that  score  the 
Senator  who  has  spoken  on  that  subject 
has.  But  I  know  they  have  certain  rights 
under  this  treaty,  and  those  rights  have 
been  denied  them.  In  my  opinion  they 
will  be  restored  very  shortly  after  the 
Senate  takes  favorable  action  upon  this 
amendment. 

These  American  businessmen  in  Mo¬ 
rocco  say — that  when  they  request  a  li¬ 
cense  to  import  it  is  denied  them;  yet 
they  see  in  the  market  place,  in  the  hands 
of  their  competitors,  goods  of  the  same 
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kind  and  character,  which  have  been  im¬ 
ported  by  those  who  do  not  even  have  the 
treaty  rights  with  which  those  Americans 
are  endowed. 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  was  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  the  colloquy  between  the  able 
Senator  from  Georgia  and  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York.  When  the  Senator 
from  New  York  suggested  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  should  be  considered 
with  extreme  care  because  it  might  ap¬ 
ply  to  a  violator  of  some  other  treaty, 
did  the  Senator  from  Georgia  have  in  his 
mind  any  situation  in  which  any  country, 
a  signatory  to  a  treaty  with  the  United 
States,  is  entitled  to  specific  preferred 
status  if  it  is  a  violator  of  a  treaty? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  did  not,  and  I  said 
that  idea  did  not  appeal  to  me,  and  that 
althought  this  is  the  only  instance  which 
has  been  brought  to  my  attention,  yet  in 
our  service  here-we  are  constantly  faced 
with  the  duty  of  voting  for  certain  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  in  order  that  we  may 
live  up  to  our  obligations.  As  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  I  desire  that  our 
country  live  up  to  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  every  treaty  the  United  States  has  with 
any  nation  on  earth.  But  I  insist  that  the 
other  nations  of  the  earth  likewise  give 
evidence  of  some  good  faith  in  dealing 
with  us  and  with  their  obligations  under 
the  same  treaties. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  on  page  5,  beginning  in 
line  3. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  be 
frank  in  stating  that  I  was  very  much 
surprised  at  the  outcome  of  the  vote  of 
this  body  when  an  appeal  was  taken 
from  the  Chair’s  ruling  on  the  point  of 
order  on  the  Morocco  amendment.  I 
was  surprised  for  the  reason  that  this 
amendment  is  a  clear  violation  of  the 
rules.  I  expected  that  the  Members  of 
this  body  would  again  uphold  the  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  Senate  rules  as  they  had  done 
on  two  previous  occasions  during  this 
debate. 

I  am  confident  that  this  amendment 
will  be  rejected  on  its  merits  when  we 
fully  comprehend  its  true  nature  and  its 
undesirable  results. 

I  oppose  this  amendment  on  two 
grounds.  First  of  all,  the  interests  of 
the  American  Trade  Association  of  Mo¬ 
rocco  should  not  be  protected  by  an  act 
of  Congress.  Second,  the  amendment 
will  create  a  huge  administrative  opera¬ 
tion  to  be  performed  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment  which  might  very  well  seriously 
jeopardize  the  ECA  program. 

Let  us  first  consider  the  amendment 
as  it  relates  to  the  American  Trade  As¬ 
sociation  of  Morocco.  It  is  perfectly 
clear  to  all  that  this  amendment  is  pri¬ 
marily  designed  for  the  benefit  of  this 
associatioh.  This  organization  is  com¬ 
posed  of  around  30  American  business¬ 
men,  most  of  whom  are  ex-servicemen 
who  remained  in  Morocco  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  war. 

Most  American  business  interests  of 
long  standing,  which  are  operating  in 
Morocco,  are  not  members  of  the  asso¬ 


ciation.  Such  companies  are  the  Socony 
Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  the  Armstrong  Cork  Co., 
the  International  Business  Machine  Co., 
and  numerous  others. 

The  association,  which  is  coming  to 
Congress  for  assistance,  represents  a  mi¬ 
nor  part  of  American  business  in  Mo¬ 
rocco,  although  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  American  business,  large 
or  small,  of  course  should  be  protected, 
wherever  it  may  be  found  in  the  world. 
According  to  their  own  statement,  their 
total  imports  from  the  United  States  in 
1948  amounted  to  slightly  more  than 
$5,000,000,  although  I  recognize  this  fig¬ 
ure  may  be  incomplete.  It  seems  to  me 
we  would  be  making  a  serious  mistake  if 
we  should  encumber  the  whole  ECA  pro¬ 
gram  with  a  damaging  provision  intend¬ 
ed  for  the  benefit  of  a  small  group  of 
people  whose  interests  can  better  be  pro¬ 
tected  through  the  offices  of  the  State 
Department. 

It  is  positively  clear  that  the  interests 
of  the  association  are  not  consistent  with 
the  object  of  the  European  recovery.  As 
proof  of  this,  I  offer  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Rodes,  himself,  a  man  who  has  been 
around  Washington  for  some  time  inter¬ 
esting  Members  of  Congress  in  this 
amendment,  a  spokesman  for  this  group, 
when  he  testified  before  the  House  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  At  that  time, 
Mr.  Rodes  stated: 

Mr.  Hoffman  told  me  that  his  mandate  was 
to  build  up  European  recovery  and  that  Con¬ 
gress  had  not  given  him  a  mandate  to  build 
up  American  recovery.  I  think  his  point  is 
very  well  taken.  What  I  am  here  for  is  to 
try  to  get  that  mandate  changed,  if  possible. 

I  think  it  is  significant  that  the  spokes¬ 
man  for  this  group,  by  his  own  admis¬ 
sion,  places  the  selfish  interests  of  these 
businessmen  ahead  of  European  re¬ 
covery.  It  is  hard  to  escape  from  the 
conclusion  that  the  Senate  would  be 
endorsing  such  a  position  if  it  adopted 
this  amendment. 

Let  us  for  a  moment  consider  the 
actual  problem  confronted  by  this  busi¬ 
ness  group.  They  are  a  group  of  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  who  are  primarily  objecting 
to  the  application  to  them  of  import 
controls — controls  which  are  necessary 
to  build  up  dollar  exchange  in  France. 
They  insist  these  import  controls  should 
not  be  applied  to  them;  that  they  should 
be  permitted  to  import  whatever  they 
wish  without  restriction,  regardless  of 
the  effect  of  such  a  policy  on  the  dollar 
position  of  France.  That  this  is  a  re¬ 
quest  for  preferred  treatment  can  hardly 
be  denied.  That  this  position  is  com¬ 
pletely  inconsistent  with  the  European 
recovery  program  is  beyond  any  doubt. 

If  we  are  in  favor  of  the  objectives  of 
the  Marshall  plan,  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can  consistently  vote  for  an  amendment 
which  is  directly  in  opposition  to  the 
objectives  of  that  program. 

This  group  of  businessmen  should  not 
come  to  Congress  for  relief.  The  fact 
that  they  come  to  Congress  bears  out  the 
fact  that  they  want  preferred  treatment. 

If  their  only  interest  is  the  settling  of 
legitimate  grievances,  they  can  obtain 
this  through  the  offices  of  the  State  De-  * 
partment.  This  is  the  traditional  func- 
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tion  of  American  consulates  and  embas¬ 
sies  around  the  world. 

I  expect  this  observation  may  be  chal¬ 
lenged  by  the  argument  that  these  per¬ 
sons  have  already  asked  for  help  from 
the  American  consulate  in  Morocco  to  no 
avail.  In  this  regard  I  should  like  to  call 
the  Senate’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
on  June  10  the  State  Department  negoti¬ 
ated  a  tentative  agreement  with  France 
under  which  our  Government  gave 
assent  to  the  application  of  legitimate 
import  restrictions,  in  return  for  which 
all  illegitimate  and  discriminatory  treat¬ 
ment  of  American  business  interests  in 
Morocco  were  to  be  corrected.  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  since  this  agreement  has 
been  entered  into  the  consulate  at  Mo¬ 
rocco  has  not  received  a  single  complaint 
from  the  American  businessmen- who  are 
here  asking  for  special  treatment. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  also  that  at 
this  very  time  American  representatives' 
are  engaged  with  representatives  of 
France  in  ironing  out  legitimate  com¬ 
plaints  which  have  been  made  against 
the  French  treatment  of  American  busi¬ 
nessmen.  It  would  be  difficult  to  defend 
action  by  Congress  which  would  take 
these  matters  directly  out  of  the  hands 
of  our  official  representatives  in  France 
and  in  place  of  mutual  agreement  sub¬ 
stitute  the  arbitrary  decisions  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Finally,  in  regard  to  these  few  Ameri¬ 
cans  in  Morocco,  I  should  like  to  make 
this  observation.  The  adoption  of  the 
amendment  does  not  at  all  assure  to 
them  the  privileges  they  hope  to  acquire 
under  its  provisions.  The  amendment 
withholds  the  use  of  counterpart  funds 
only  in  those  cases  where  a  treaty  has 
been  violated.  Legitimate  import  con¬ 
trols  can  be  placed  upon  these  business 
interests  without  any  violation  of  our 
treaties  with  Morocco.  Under  the  terms 
of  those  treaties  Americans  can  be 
treated  on  an  equal  basis,  once  the  assent 
of  this  Government  has  been  obtained. 
I  emphasize  this  fact  simply  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  unwisdom  and  meaningless¬ 
ness  of  the  amendment. 

There  is  one  point  which  I  want  to 
make  positively  clear  to  every  Member 
of  this  body  and  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  too.  Opposition  to  the 
amendment  does  not  in  any  way  indi¬ 
cate  a  disregard  on  the  part  of  those 
who  oppose  it,  for  the  sanctity  of  the 
treaties  which  this  Nation  has  entered 
into.  In  fact,  the  sanctity  of  our  treaty 
obligations  would  be  seriously  jeopar¬ 
dized  by  adoption  of  the  amendment  now 
under  consideration.  Let  me  make  this 
clear.  A  substantial  number  of  treaties 
which  this  Nation  has  entered  into  con¬ 
tain  specific  sanctions  which  are-  to  be¬ 
come  operative  in  the  event  of  a  viola¬ 
tion  by  either  party.  If  we  are  to  re¬ 
spect  these  treaties,  we  must  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  their  intended  operation. 
Adoption  of  this  proposal  places  a  new 
sanction  upon  countries  which  violate 
these  treaties. 

In  fact,  we  of  the  Senate  are  unilat¬ 
erally  rewriting  many  of  the  treaties 
■*  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party. 
We  are,  in  fact,  saying  to  countries 
around  the  world:  “Hereafter,  the  reme¬ 
dies  provided  for  in  our  treaty  with  you 


are  not  sufficient.  We  are  going  to  apply 
against  you  a  larger  penalty  even  though 
no  mention  of  this  penalty  was  made 
when  we  negotiated  this  treaty  with 
you.” 

We  are  clearly  changing  the  terms  of 
treaties  entered  into  in  good  faith  by  all 
the  parties  concerned,  whether  100  years 
ago  or  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  How  can  we  change 
the  terms  of  a  treaty,  if  the  amendment 
does  not  take  effect  except  in  case  of 
violation  by  the  other  party?  We  are 
not  changi  g  the  terms  of  the  treaty. 

Mr.  MYERS.  We  are  writing  in  a 
new  penalty — a  new  sanction.  We  in 
the  Senate  are  rewriting  the  treaty,  and 
we  are  determining  in  the  Senate  what 
the  penalty  or  sanction  may  be,  although 
it  may  never  have  been  contemplated 
when  the  treaty  was  written. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  In  my  judgment,  it  is 
merely  an  effort  to  enforce  a  treaty, 
rather  than  to  write  new  terms. 

Mr.  MYERS.  There  may  be  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion,  but  I  certainly  cannot 
subscribe  to  that  view.  I  believe  we  are 
definitely,  by  this  action,  rewriting  a 
treaty  which  we  solemnly  entered  into 
with  a  foreign  nation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  shall  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  I  recall,  in  the  last 
session  of  Congress  the  Senate  did  that 
very  thing.  Of  course,  it  was  not  a  Eu¬ 
ropean  ally  which  was  involved  at  that 
time;  it  was  the  little  Republic  of  Cuba. 
The  Senate  voted  for  an  amendment  in  a 
sugar  bill  which  would  place  a  penalty 
on  the  Republic  of  Cuba  in  a  matter 
which  involved  the  operations  of  a  treaty. 
But  I  do  not  recall  that  more  than  a  few 
Senators  rose  in  this  body  to  suggest  and 
protest  that  we  were  changing  a  treaty 
through  the  medium  of  the  enactment  of 
a  bill. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Did  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  make  that  observation  at 
that  time? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  certainly  did,  and 
even  the  good  Senator  from  Michigan 
•  [Mr.  Vandenberg]  voted  against  it.  But 
I  do  not  recall  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  having  voted  against  it. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Then  the  Senator 
should  be  consistent.  If  he  had  that 
view  at  that  time,  I  should  think  he 
would  maintain  the  same  view  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  situations  are  en¬ 
tirely  different.  Here  we  are  dealing  with 
a  treaty.  In  those  days  we  were  dealing 
with  a  sugar  bill,  which  had  nothing  to 
do  with  treaty  business. 

Mr.  MYERS.  In  my  opinion,  if  the 
Senate  should  take  the  action  suggested, 
we  would  be  clearly  changing  the  terms 
of  treaties  entered  into  in  good  faith  by 
all  the  parties  concerned. 

I  emphasize  that  this  amendment  is  a 
genuine  threat  to  the  sanctity  of  our 
treaty  obligations. 

Our  continuing  good  faith  in  our 
treaty  obligations  is  threatened  still  fur¬ 
ther  by  this  amendment,  since  it  requires 
that  sanctions  be  applied  immediately 


upon  a  violation,  although  the  violation 
may  be  technical  and  although  there 
may  be  a  legitimate  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  whether  there  is  actually  a  viola¬ 
tion.  ‘ 

When  nations  solemnly  entered  into 
treaty  obligations  with  the  United  States, 
they  did  not  intend  that  this  country 
should  accept  full  responsibility  for  mak¬ 
ing  the  ultimate  determination  as  to 
whether  there  was  a  violation.  We  are 
hardly  keeping  good  faith  with  these 
countries  if  we  apply  to  them  a  hard  pen¬ 
alty  when  we  decide  that  they  have  vio¬ 
lated  a  treaty  provision,  although  they 
may  conscientiously  believe  they  are 
abiding  fully  by  the  terms  bf  the  treaty. 

I  submit  that-  the  sanctity  of  the  trea¬ 
ties  of  the  United  States  is  an  issue  in 
this  debate.  I  wish  to  oppose  this 
amendment  also  for  the  reason  that  it 
would  lay  a  serious  burden  upon  the 
State  Department  and  the  ECA.  .  It 
would  be  necessary  to  maintain  a  con¬ 
tinuous  watchfulness  over  all  our  treaties 
with  the  participating  countries  in  order 
to  determine  when  any  one  of  them  is 
violated.  If  the  amendment  is  to  be 
carried  out,  this  watchfulness  must  be 
maintained  constantly.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  could  be  criticized  if  it  made  a 
survey  on  a  periodic  basis — for  example, 
every  6  months.  In  order  that  this 
amendment  may  be  complied  with,  it  is 
necessary  that  we  determine  immedi¬ 
ately  when  a  treaty  is  violated.  This  is 
an  impossible  task. 

This  amendment  would  seriously  ham¬ 
per  the  recovery  program.  Well-consid¬ 
ered  plans  for  use  of  counterpart  funds 
in  these  countries  would  be  interrupted 
on  a  moment’s  notice.  It  would  become 
practically  impossible  for  these  countries 
to  make  long-term  arrangements,  for 
their  internal  recovery.  They  would 
never  know  from  day  to  day  whether 
counterpart  funds  would  be  available. 
For  a  simple  technical  violation  of  one 
of  hundreds  of  treaties  which  these  na¬ 
tions  have  with  the  United  States  would 
result  in  the  withdrawal  of  counterpart 
funds. 

When  we  look  at  this  amendment  in 
its  proper  light,  it  appears  to  approach 
the  level  of  great  danger  to  the  entire 
ECA  program. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  say  that 
the  ill  effects  which  will  come  from  this 
amendment  would  be  a  high  price  to  pay 
for  the  protection  of  a  small  group  of 
American  businessmen  who  are  looking 
for  preferred  treatment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  a  few  words  on  behalf  of  those 
few  Americans  who  were  left  in  Morocco 
after  the  war. 

It  seems  we  are  apt  to  forget  very  soon. 
If  it  had  not  been  for  such  persons  as  the 
47  who  seem  to  be  in  bad  grace  in  certain 
quarters,  if  it  had  not  been  for  those 
Americans  and  those  who  will  never 
come  back  to  America,  France  would  not 
be  the  beneficiary  of  ECA  funds. 

I  am  personally  becoming  a  little  re¬ 
sentful  of  the  idea  that  we  should  not 
stand  up  for  men  who  were  responsible 
for  driving  our  enemy  out  of  Africa, 
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fighting  for  our  country,  and  who  were 
responsible  for  making  it  possible  for  us 
to  have  a  consul  in  Morocco.  They 
should  receive  the  attention  of  those  who 
still  believe  it  is  not  a  crime  to  defend 
American  citizens  anywhere. 

Times  change.  It  may  be  that  a  citi¬ 
zen  of  France  or  of  Russia  is  entitled  to 
more  consideration  from  Members  of  the 
United  States  Senate  than  are  American 
citizens,  but  I  do  not  believe  that  idea 
prevails  among  the  American  people.  If 
it  were  a  matter  of  giving  them  special 
privileges,  I  would  say  no;  but  to  deprive 
them  of  the  right,  to  which  they  are  en¬ 
titled,  merely  because  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  says  we  must  not  in  any  way  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  sensibilities  of  the  countries 
which  may  belong  to  the  ECA  group,  is 
another  question,  and  I  say  it  is  time  for 
the  Senate  to  do  something  about  it.  If 
ECA  is  the  law,  and  if  we  are  to  act  on 
that  law  and  appropriate  money  under  it, 
why  can  we  not,  by  the  same  token,  pro¬ 
tect  an  American  citizen  by  another  law, 
a  treaty  which  France  itself  made  with 
this  Nation  many  years  ago? 

Let  us  not  forget  that  the  ECA  bill 
could  not  be  passed  by  the  United  States 
Senate  if  it  had  not  been  for  those  same 
boys  whom  some  of  us  are  trying  to  pro¬ 
tect.  They  were  chasing  the  enemy  from 
North  Africa,  and  in  that  great  effort 
many  of  them  were  killed  by  Germans 
and  by  Italians  who  are  now  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  the  same  ECA  law.  But  there 
are  objections,  and  we  must  single  out 
those  47  in  Morocco.  They  earned  the 
right  to  stay  there,  because  they  were 
ready  to  sacrifice  their  very  lives.  They 
probably  did  not  want  to  go  there  in  the 
first  instance,  but  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  sent  them 
there.  I  maintain  that  just  as  wg  had  the 
right  to  say  to  them,  “You  go  to  north 
Africa  and  chase  the  Germans  and 
Italians  out”,  we  have  the  right  to  let 
them  stay  there  if  they  wish  to  remain. 
We  would  be  in  a  rather  sad  state  if  we 
should  fail  to  say,  “Even  if  it  is  against 
France  they  should  be  protected." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr,  Hill 
in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  of  the  committee 
on  page  5,  beginning  in  line  3. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 


Senators  answered  to  their 

names: 

Anderson 

Fulbrlght 

Kerr 

Brewster 

George 

Kilgore 

Bricker 

Gillette 

Knowland 

Butler 

Graham 

Langer 

Byrd 

Gurney 

Lodge 

Cain 

Hayden 

Long 

Chapman 

Hendrickson 

Lucas 

Chavez 

Hill  . 

McCarran 

Connally 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Cordon 

Holland 

McFarland 

Donnell 

Humphrey 

McKellar 

Downey 

Hunt 

McMahon 

Dulles 

Ives 

Magnuson 

Eastland 

Jenner 

Malone 

Ecton 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Martin 

Ellender 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Maybank 

Ferguson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Miller 

Flanders 

Kefauver 

Millikin 

Frear 

Kem 

Morse 

Mundt 

Myers" 

Neely 

O’Conor 

O’Mahoney 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 


Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Taft 

Taylor 

Thomas,  Okla. 
Thomas,  Utah 


Thye 

Tydlngs 

Vandenberg 

Watkins 

Wherry 

Williams 

Young 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment'  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  page  5,  beginning  in  line  3, 
which  the  clerk  will  state. 

The  amendment  was,  on  page  5,  line  3, 
after  the  date  “1950”,  to  insert  a  colon 
and  the  following  proviso:  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  part  of  the  funds  herein 
appropriated  with  respect  to  which  local 
currencies  are  deposited  as  provided  in 
section  115*(b)  (6)  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  shall, 
after  deposit  in  local  currency  accounts 
as  a  result  of  assistance  furnished,  be 
made  available  for  expenditure  by  any 
recipient  country  so  long  as  such  coun¬ 
try  (1)  fails  to  comply  with  any  treaty 
with  the  United  States,  or  (2)  causes  or 
permits  any  area  dependent  upon  it  (as 
designated  in  the  Bilateral  Agreements) 
"'to  fail  to  comply  with  any  such  treaty.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the 
Senators  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green 
and  Mr.  McGrath],  and  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]  are  absent 
on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

I  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  CapehartL 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senators 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green  and  Mr. 
McGrath],  and  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Withers]  would  Vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  who  is  ab¬ 
sent  also  by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate  and  are  paired  on  this  vote. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken¬ 
looper]  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  McCarthy],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  de¬ 
tained  on  official  business. 


The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  necessarily  absent  and  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Pepper]  .  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea,”  and 
the  Senator  from  Flbrida  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  34, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 34 


Brewster 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Bricker 

Hoey 

Malone 

Butler 

Holland 

Martin 

Cain 

Jenner 

Maybank 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Cordon 

Kem 

Watkins 

Eastland 

Langer 

Wherry 

Ecton 

Long 

Williiams 

Ellender 

McCarran 

Young 

Frear 

McClellan 

George 

McFarland 

NAYS— 46 

Anderson 

Ives 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Johnson.  Tex. 

O'Mahoney 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Maine 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Sparkman 

Flanders 

Lucai 

Stennis 

Fulbrlght 

McMahon 

Taft 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Taylor 

Gurney 

Miller 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hayden 

Millikin 

Thye 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

Tydlngs 

Hill 

Mundt 

Vandenberg 

Humphrey 

Myers 

Hunt 

Neely 

NOT  VOTING— 

-16 

Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Schoeppel 

Baldwin 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

Bridges 

McGrath 

Wiley 

Capehart 

Murray 

Withers 

Douglas 

Pepper 

Green 

Reed 

So  the  committee  amendment  was 
rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  next  committee  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
subhead  “Assistance  to  Greece  and 
Turkey,”  on  page  5,  line  17,  after  the 
word  “immediately”,  to  strike  out  “$50,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$45,000,000.” 

UTILIZATION  OF  FARM  PRODUCTS 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  rise  to  object  to  this  particular 
amendment.  I  rise  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  for  a  few  minutes  two  letters 
I  have  received  from  Mr.  Hoffman  of  the 
ECA.  One  letter  pertains  particularly  to 
the  pending  amendment;  the  other  per¬ 
tains  to  the  bill  which  is  under  consid¬ 
eration. 

Mr.  President,  through  the  appoint¬ 
ment  by  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
an^  Forestry,  there  was  created  from 
that  committee  a  subcommittee  of  five 
members,  composed  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hoey],  and 
the  present  speaker.  This  subcommit¬ 
tee  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  making 
studies  in  the  entire  field  of  the  prudent 
utilization  of  farm  products,  and  in  the 
course  of  their  duties  were  immediately 
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studying  the  field  of  distribution  and 
marketing  of  farm  crops,  foreign  and 
domestic.  In  my  capacity  as  chairman, 
and  on  instructions  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  addressed  two  letters  to  Mr.  Hoffman. 

The  first  letter  to  Mr.  Hoffman  was 
concerned  with  an  inquiry  into  the  pur¬ 
chase  by  the  United  Kingdom  of  certain 
stocks  of  alcohol  and  molasses  in  dif¬ 
ferent  parts  of  the  world  and  the  reason 
for  the  use  of  EGA  funds  for  this  par¬ 
ticular  purpose.  I  was  rather  surprised 
to  learn  from  Mr.  Hoffman’s  reply  that 
he  was  unable  to  advise  us  as  to  the 
stocks  of  molasses  and  alcohol  owned  by 
the  United  Kingdom.  The  Administra¬ 
tor,  of  course,  under  the  act  from  which 
he  receives  his  authority,  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  reviewing  and  appraising  the 
requirements  of  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  for  assistance  under  the  terms  of 
the  title.  But  in  his  reply  Mr.  Hoffman 
stated  that  he  was  unable  to  give  us  in¬ 
formation  as  to  which  of  these  supplies 
the  United  Kingdom  had  an  inventory. 
He  was  also  unable  to  state  whether  the 
United  Kingdom  Central  Statistical  Of¬ 
fice  had  data  and  statistics  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  supplies  within  the  United  King¬ 
dom  or  owned  outside  the.  United 
Kingdom. 

Another  thing  which  rather  surprised 
us  was  the  statement  in  his  letter  with 
reference  to  the  underwriting  by  this 
country  of  purchases  made  by  the  United 
Kingdom.  I  quote  one  brief  paragraph 
from  his  letter,  as  follows: 

In  regard  to  plans  for  purchase  of  alcohol 
and  Inedible  molasses  during  the  current 
fiscal  year,  we  are  advised  that  the  United 
Kingdom  has  recently  committed  itself  to 
the  purchase  of  70,000,000  gallons  of  molasses 
from  Cuba.  This  purchase  was  made  with¬ 
out  promise  that  ECA  funds  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  purchase.  It  is 
understood,  however,  that  if  no  increase  in 
price  of  Cuban  molasses  to  American  pur¬ 
chasers  develops  as  a  result  of  this  trans¬ 
action  ECA  will  give  consideration  to  reim- 
bufsing  United  Kingdom  on  this  purchase. 

Again,  I  ask.  How  can  the  Administra¬ 
tor  possibly  agree  in  advance  to  under¬ 
write  a  deal  of  this  kind  when  he  has 
no  information  as  to  the  stock  possessed? 
He  does  not  know  the  contract  under 
which  the  goods  were  purchased.  He 
does  not  know  the  price  paid.  Because 
of  the  fact  that  I  know  that  the  entire 
membership  of  the  Senate  would  be  in¬ 
terested  in  this  matter,  as  is  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  I  have  the  honor  to  repre¬ 
sent,  I  ask  that  Mr.  Hoffman’s  letter  on 
this  subject  be  made  a  part  of  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  in  connection  with  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Economic  Cooperation  Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  July  27,  1949. 
The  Honorable  G,uy  M.  Gillette, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Gillette:  This  Is  in  reply  to 
your  letter  of  July  13,  1949,  regarding  the 
purchase  of  molasses  and  alcohol  by  the 
United  Kingdom  and  raising  certain  ques¬ 
tions  regarding  stocks  and  costs  of  produc¬ 
tion. 

Since  the.  beginning  of  the  program  ECA 
has  authorized  the  purchase  of  Inedible  mo¬ 
lasses  by  the  United  Kingdom  from  Cuba 
and  the  Philippines  to  the  total  value  of 
$18,800,000.  Further,  ECA  has  authorized 


for  purchase  by  the  United  Kingdom  indus¬ 
trial  alcohol  to  the  value  of  $10,000,000  of 
which  approximately  $8,000,000  was  used  for 
purchases  in  the  United  States. 

I  regret  that  we  are  unabl-  to  advise  you 
fully  regarding  the  stocks  of  molasses  and 
alcohol  owned  by  the  United  Kingdom  on 
July  1,  1949.  However,  the  Monthly  Digest 
of  Statistics  of  the  Central  Statistical  Office 
of  the  United  Kingdom  reports  stocks  of 
black  strap  molasses  as  of  April  30,  1949,  at 
approximately  53,000,000  gallons.  It  is  not 
clear  whether  certain  smaller  stocks  held  off 
shore  are  included  in  this  amount.  Annual 
requirements  for  the  United  Kingdom 
earlier  have  been  estimated  at  between  150 
and  200  million  gallons. 

In  regard  to  plans  for  purchase  of  alcohol 
and  inedible  molasses  during  the  current 
fiscal  year,  we  are  advised  that  the  United 
Kingdom  has  recently  committed  itself  to 
the  purchase  of  70,000,000  gallons  of  molasses 
from  Cuba.  This  purchase  was  made  with¬ 
out  promise  that  ECA  funds  would  be  avail¬ 
able  to  cover  the  cost  of  such  purchase.  It 
is  understood,  however,  that  if  no  increase 
in  price  of  Cuban  molasses  to  American  pur¬ 
chasers  develops  as  a  result  of  this  trans¬ 
action,  ECA  will  give  consideration  to  reim¬ 
bursing  United  Kingdom  on  this  purchase. 
We  do  not  expect  that  any  additional 
amounts  of  molasses  will  be  required  by  the 
United  Kingdom  for  consumption  during 
the  current  fiscal  year. 

It  is  believed  that  fairly  substantial 
amounts  of  industrial  alcohol  will  be  re¬ 
quired  for  procurement  in  the  United  States 
during  the  current  fiscal  year.  The  ECA  is 
not  now  financing  the  purchase  of  industrial 
alcohol  from  any  source  other  than  the 
United  States. 

As  you  know,  we  do  not  have  the  facilities 
within  the  ECA  organization  to  conduct  re¬ 
search-  in  costs  of  production  and  related 
involvements.  It  would  not  be  appropriate, 
therefore,  for  us  to  undertake  to  advise  you 
whether  it  would  be  less  or  more  expensive 
for  industrial  alcohol  to  be  processed  in  our 
domestic  plants  and  supplied  abroad  rather 
than  supplying  the  necessary  raw  materials. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Paul  G.  Hoffman, 

Administrator. 

SHIPMENT  OF  FERTILIZER  TO  GREECE 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  subcommittee  I  addressed 
another  inquiry  to  Mr.  Hoffman,  the  ECA 
Administrator,  with  reference  to  ship¬ 
ment  of  fertilizer  to  Greece.  I  should 
like  to  incorporate  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  his  reply 
to  that  inquiry.  It  will  be  noted  from 
his  letter  that  one  broker  appears  in  all 
dealings  with  the  Greeks,  first  as  agent 
for  the  Greek  Government  and  then  as 
agent  for  the  selling  company  in  the 
United  States.  I  make  no  allegations  as 
to  any  impropriety  in  this,  but  the  record 
being  of  outstanding  interest,  I  think  the 
Congress  and  the  public  should  be  ap¬ 
prised  of  the  fact,  and  I  ask  that  the  let¬ 
ter  from  Mr.  Hoffman  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Economic  Cooperation 

Administration, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  26,  1949. 
The  Honorable  Guy  M.  Gillette, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Gillette:  This  is  in  reply 
to  your  letter  of  July  14  in  which  you  re¬ 
quested  data  on  the  amount  of  ammonium 
sulphate  currently  being  shipped  to  Greece 
and  the  prices  paid  for  this  material. 


For  the  last  half  of  the  1948  calendar  year 
Greece  obtained  from  the  United  States 
9,756  short  tons  of  ammonium  sulphate. 
This  material  was  handled  under  Govern¬ 
ment  procurement  by  the  Bureau  of  Federal 
Supply.  The  average  price  paid  for  this 
material  was  $68.06  per  short  ton,  FAS  basis. 
During  the  first  half  of  1949  Greefce  received 
9,064  short  tons  of  ammonium  sulphate  from 
the  United  States.  For  the  procurement  of 
this  material  the  Greek  Government  ap¬ 
pointed  the  Walsen  Consolidated  Mercan¬ 
tile  Co.  of  New  York  to  act  as  their  agent. 
They  were  to  receive  $1  per  ton  for  purchas¬ 
ing  the  material  from  United  States  manu¬ 
facturers  and  making  all  arrangements  for 
shipment  to  Greece,  including  the  ocean 
transportation.  They  purchased  this  ton¬ 
nage  as  follows: 

1.  United  States  Steel,  byproduct  ammo¬ 
nium  sulphate,  1,250  tons  at  $52  per  short  ton 
bulk  f.  o.  b.  plant. 

2.  Dupont,  mostly  synthetic  ammonium 
sulphate,  1,800  tons  at  $45  per  short  ton 
bulk  f.  o.  b.  plant. 

3.  Nitrogen  Products  Co.,  synthetic  am¬ 
monium  sulphate,  2,514  tons  at  $64  per  short 
at  $64  per  short  ton,  f.  a.  s.,  six-ply  paper 

4.  Phillips  Chemical  Co.,  3,500  short  tons 
at  $64  per  short  ton,  f.  a.  s.,  6-ply  paper 
bags. 

All  of  these  purchases  from  the  United 
States  during  the  fiscal  year  1948-49  were 
made  when  nitrogen  was  under  allocation 
and  materials  had  to  be  obtained  from  dif¬ 
ferent  companies  according  to  the  Priority 
Assistance  Regulations  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  606. 

The  current  nitrogen  export  program  for 
Greece  providing  for  shipments  after  July  1, 
1949  was  included  in  a  procurement  author¬ 
ization  issued  on  June  13  for  the  amount  of 
$400,000.  This  was  increased  to  $900,000  on 
June  30.  This  amount  of  funds  has  there¬ 
fore  been  made  available  to  Greece  to  pro¬ 
cure  nitrogenous  fertilizers  in  the  United 
States.  The  Agricultural  Bank  of  Greece  has 
been  acting  as  agent  for  the  Greek  Govern¬ 
ment  in  procuring  ammonium  sulphate  un¬ 
der  this  authorization.  We  have  received 
information  that  the  Agricultural  Bank  of 
Greece  has  contracted  with  the  Walsen  Con¬ 
solidated  Merchantile  Co.  for  the  purchase 
of  12,200  short  tons  of  synthetic  ammonium 
sulphate  at  a  price  of  $73.40  per  short  ton 
C&F  Greek  port.  This  material  is  to  be 
shipped  in  new  jute  bags  approximately  100 
pounds  each.  The  Walsen  Consolidated  Mer¬ 
cantile  Co.  was  the  agent  for  the  Phillips 
Chemical  Co.,  with  a  plant  at  Houston, 
Tex.  This  quantity  of  ammonium  sulphate 
is  to  be  supplied  by  the  Phillips  Chemical 
Co. 

According  to  our  information  there  were 
no  commissions  or  brokerage  fees  included 
over  and  above  the  cost  price  of  this  ma¬ 
terial  since  the  Walsen  Consolidated  Mer¬ 
cantile  Co.  was  the  agent  for  the  Phillips 
Chemical  Co.  and  the  quoted  price  of  the 
ammonium  sulphate  Included  all  of  the  com¬ 
mission.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the 
Agricultural  Bank  of  Greece  received  bids 
from  other  United  States  exporters  on  this 
ammonium  sulphate  and  that  the  final  price 
was  negotiated  below  the  bids  received  be¬ 
tween  the  Agricultural  Bank  of  Greece  and 
the  Walsen  Consolidated  Merchantile  Co. 
Since  no  payment  has  been  made  on  ship¬ 
ment  of  any  of  this  material  in  the  current 
program,  we  do  not  have  the  final  cost 
figures.  These  figures,  however,  will  be  avail¬ 
able  after  the  shipments  have  been  made  and 
the  complete  documentation  is  presented  to 
ECA  for  payment. 

We  will  be  glad  to  furnish  additional  in¬ 
formation  insofar  as  it  is  available  to  us. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Paul  G.  Hoffman, 

Administrator, 
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DISPOSITION  OF  INDUSTRIAL  ALCOHOL  PLANTS 
OWNED  BY  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  Mr.  President,  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  has  had  under  study 
the  disposition  of  three  industrial  alcohol 
plants  owned  by  the  Federal  Government, 
located  at  Omaha,  Nebr.,  Kansas  City, 
Mo-.,  and  Muscatine,  Iowa.  Many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  will  remember  that 
during  the  early  war  years  these  plants 
were  established  by  the  Government  for 
the  purpose  of  manufacturing  alcohol 
from  agricultural  sources,  to  be  trans¬ 
muted  into  synthetic  rubber  for  use 
in  the  war  effort  and  our  industrial 
economy. 

During  the  Eightieth  Congress  these 
plants  were  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  by  Public  Law  890, 
which  transferred  them  to  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  and  control  of  the  Department. 

This  act  provided,  in  section  3: 

Whenever  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
operation  of  any  plant  or  plants  as  provided 
In  this  act  is  no  longer  necessary  or  desirable 
he  shall  report  such  fact  to  Congress  with 
his  recommendations  for  the  disposition 
thereof. 

Our  subcommittee  heard  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  with  reference  to  these  plants. 
They  expressed  the  opinion  that  they 
could  no  longer  be  operated  economi¬ 
cally,  and  they  suggested  that  they  were 
coming  to  Congress  for  direction  as  to 
their  disposition.  They  advised  our  sub¬ 
committee  that  before  they  sent  the  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  they  would  report  to 
us,  and  we  in  turn  could  report  to  the 
full  committee. 

However,  on  the  30th  of  June  the  Con¬ 
gress  enacted  Public  Law  No.  152,  which 
removes  the  obligation  resting  on  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  by  Public  Law 
890,  to  secure  further  instructions  from 
the  Congress  on  the  disposition  of  these 
plants.  At  least  that  was  the  construc¬ 
tion  placed  on  the  provision  of  the  new 
law  by  the  legal  department  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

In  the  meantime  the  present  speaker 
had  introduced  a  bill,  which  is  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  a  corpora¬ 
tion  to  handle  these  plants,  but  because 
of  the  dispute  as  to  whether  Public  Law 
152,  passed  June  30,  superseded  the  in¬ 
junction  of  the  law  passed  last  year 
requiring  a  report  to  Congress,  we  held 
a  meeting  yesterday  with  representatives 
of  the  Munitions  Board,  who  advised  us 
that  the  maintenance  of  these  plants  in 
-operating  condition  was  essential  to  the 
national  defense. 

In  order  to  preserve  the  rights  of  Con¬ 
gress,  yesterday  I  introduced  a  bill  re¬ 
quiring  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  hold  these  plants  in  a  stand-by  con¬ 
dition  until  such  time  as  the  Congress 
can  make  further  disposition  of  the 
matter. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  now  to 
refer  to  another  subject. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Senator  may  proceed. 

THE  FATS  AND  OILS  MARKET 

Mr.-efELETTE.  Mr.  President,  in 
connection  with  the  work  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


and  Forestry  to  which  I  have  referred, 
one  of  the  subject  matters  which  we 
immediately  started  to  investigate  was 
the  confused  and  dangerous  condition  of 
the  fats  and  oils  market  in  the  United 
States,  which  is  reacting  on  all  meat  and 
meat  products. 

Inasmuch  as  the  producers  of  soap 
buy  the  greater  part  of  the  tallow  and 
grease  produced  in  the  United  States  by 
the  meat  processors  and  Tenderers,  it 
became  necessary  to  take  testimony 
from  manufacturers  of  soap  and  deter¬ 
gents.  i 

We  took  testimony  from  representa¬ 
tives  of  Colgate-Palmolive-Peet  Co.,  and 
Lever  Bros.  The  hearings  are  con¬ 
tinuing,  and  no  final  conclusions  have 
been  reached.  However,  in  view  of  the 
widespread  use  of  synthetic  detergents, 
commonly  class!fied  as  soaps,  I  have  per¬ 
sonally  reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
exemption  of  soap  from  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  should  no 
longer  stand.  I  am  therefore  proposing 
legislation  which  would  place  soap  under 
the  act,  so  that  other  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  may  be  giving  the  matter  some 
thought. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  introduce 
a  bill  designed  to  effectuate  this  purpose. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 
2392)  to  enlarge  the  definition  of  cos¬ 
metic  contained  in  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  by  removing  the 
exception  made  in  the  case  of  soap,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Mr.  Gillette,  was  read  twice 
by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Just  what  reaction 
will  that  bill  have  on  fats  and  oils  if  it 
is  enacted? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  From  the  partial 
testimony  we  have  received  over  a  series 
of  days  of  investigation,  it  has  become 
evident  that  there  have  been  controls 
of  the  fats  and  oils  market,  particularly 
import  and  export  controls,  which  have 
reacted  disastrously  on  the  domestic 
market.  The  soap  manufacturers  have 
given  us  evidence — and  very  interesting 
and  very  full  evidence — that  the  market 
for  fats  and  oils  in  the  manufacture  of 
soap  is  to  some  degree  at  least  being  sup¬ 
planted  by  the  use  of  synthetic  deter¬ 
gents,  which,  of  course,  reacts  detriment¬ 
ally  to  their  interests. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Has  the  committee 
adduced  any  evidence  along  the  lines  of 
the  evidence  adduced  by  the  Senate 
Small  Business  Committee  a  year  or  two 
ago,  that  under  the  lisence  program  li¬ 
censes  were  difficult  to  obtain,  even 
though  the  supply  of  fats  and  oils  in  the 
United  States  had  greatly  increased? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  There  has  already 
been  sufficient  evidence  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  convince  us  that  we  must  go 
into  the  question  deeply. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Just  where  is  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  introduced  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  and  other  Senators 
relative  to  the  fats  and  oils  problem, 
which  is  a  little  different  phase  from 
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this?  Has  a  standing  committee  con¬ 
sidered  it? 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  I  presume  the  Sena¬ 
tor  refers  to  the  bill  which  he  introduced 
as  a  cosponsor  with  the  present  speaker. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GILLETTE.  The  bill  was  referred 
to  the  standing  committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  it  rests  in  peace  there,  so  far 
as  the  present  speaker  knows. 

RELIEF  PACKAGES— DISCRIMINATION 
AGAINST  PRIVATE  ENTERPRISE 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  discuss  a  question  involving  the 
intent  of  Congress  relative  to  the  private 
enterprise  and  nonprofit  business  of  re¬ 
lief  packages  for  the  people  of  the  na¬ 
tions  of  Europe.  I  should  like  to  make 
an  explanation  for  the  Record  as  to  the 
congressional  intent  as  I  see  it. 

It  has  been  represented  to  me  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  two  companies,  the  Fra- 
zier-Morris  Co.  of  New  York,  and  also 
the  American  Trading  Corp.,  that  the 
ECA,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  so-called 
CARE  amendment  in  last  year’s  Appro¬ 
priation  Act  and  the  extension  of  the 
ECA  Act,  has  discriminated  against  pri¬ 
vate  companies  engaged  in  selling  relief 
packages,  and  in  favor  of  the  nonprofit 
corporation  or  company  CARE. 

I  believe  the  discrimination  arises  in 
this  way:  The  ECA  has  authorized  the 
reimbursement  to  CARE  of  inland  trans¬ 
portation  expenses  in  Britain  out  of 
counterpart  funds  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  requires  the  private  companies 
to  pay  the  transportation  costs.  The 
private  companies,  I  am  advised,  have 
agreed  to  pass  back  to  the  purchasers 
of  relief  packages  any  benefits  which  may 
be  received  by  virtue  of  giving  them  the 
same  reimbursement  which  the  ECA  has 
authorized  out  of  counterpart  funds  for 
CARE. 

As  I  understand  section  117  (c)  of  the 
ECA  Act,  no  discrimination  should  occur 
or  be  allowed  by  ECA  in  favor  of  CARE, 
as  compared  with  the  treatment  received 
by  the  private  companies.  Only  two  rath¬ 
er  small  amounts  are  involved.  In  the 
case  of  one  company,  I  believe  the  amount 
involved  is  $25,000,  or  $35,000  in  the  case 
of  another  one,  and  $16,000  in  the  case 
of  another  one.  But  of  course  this  situa¬ 
tion  results  in  a  reduction  of  the  number 
of  relief  packages  which  are  sent.  It 
means  that  counterpart  funds  are  in  the 
hands  of  Britain,  although  they  could 
be  turned  over  to  these  companies,  by  way 
of  reimbursement,  and  that  in  turn 
would  enable  the  companies  to  reduce 
the  cost  of  their  packages,  as  they  have 
agreed  to  do,  so  that  more  packages  could 
be  sent  by  the  private  companies.  Not  t 
only  would  that  help  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  and  the  small  businesses  in  this 
country  which  are  engaged  in  this  kind 
of  enterprise,  but  it  would  also  lead  to  the 
shipment  of  a  greater  number  of  relief 
packages  abroad,  if  there  were  real 
competition  in  this  field. 

It  is  my  interpretation  that  the  ECA 
should  not  engage  in  this  discrimination, 
but  should  treat  both  nonprofit  com¬ 
panies  and  private-enterprise  companies 
the  same,  under  this  amendment. 

I  wonder  whether  that  was  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  ECA  Extension  Act,  and 
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also  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  in 
connection  with  the  CARE  amendment 
in  last  year’s  appropriation.  I  should 
like  to  inquire  about  that  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  addressing  his 
question  to  me,  let  me  say  that  in  the 
original  ECA  Act  it  is  provided  that— 

Provided,  further,  That  pursuant  to  section 
117  (c)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1948, 
the  Administrator  shall  fix  and  pay  a  uni¬ 
form  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean  transpor¬ 
tation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other 
geneal  classification  of  commodities  shipped 
to  any  participating  foreign  country,  regard¬ 
less  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transpor¬ 
tation,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  apply  to 
shipments  made  by  individuals  to  indi¬ 
viduals. 

The  act  approved  April  19,  1949,  pro¬ 
vides  as  follows,  in  section  10: 

Provided,  That  the  Administrator  shall 
fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for 
the  ocean  transportation  of  all  relief  packages 
of  food  or  other  general  classification  of 
commodities  shipped  to  any  participating 
foreign  country,  regardless  of  methods  of 
shipment  and  higher  rates  charged  by  par¬ 
ticular  agencies  of  transportation,  but  this 
poviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by 
individuals  to  Individuals  through  the  mails. 

That  Is  the  law,  and  the  Administrator 
apparently  has  proceeded  by  it,  as  he  has 
a  right  to  do. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  statement  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  has  made.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  only  thing  provided  in  that 
amendment  was  that  an  attempt  should 
be  made  to  have  uniform  rates  for  trans¬ 
portation  across  the  seas,  so  as  to  put 
the  companies  on  an  equal  footing. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  We  tried  to  do  that. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  But  that  did  not 
refer  to  the  ECA’s  reimbursement  of 
CARE  for  the  transportation  cost  after 
the  package  reached  England,  or  wher¬ 
ever  it  was  going. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  did  not  observe 
in  the  act  anything  which  would  give 
ECA  that  authority  to  discriminate 
against  private  enterprise  companies  by 
means  of  making  reimbursement  of 
transportation  charges  after  the  goods 
had  crossed  the  ocean  to  one  company 
and  not  another. 

I  am  very  grateful  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  for  the  statement  he  has 
made. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  statement  I  have  prepared  in 
regard  to  what  I  understand  to  be  the 
factual  situation  in  connection  with  this 
controversy,  and  also  my  interpretation 
of  the  meaning  of  section  117  (c)  of  the 
ECA  Act,  relative  to  relief  packages. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Myers  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  OF  INTENTION  RE  ECA  APPROPRIATION 
ACT 

There  has  apparently  been  a  misunder¬ 
standing  on  the  part  of  ECA  respecting  con¬ 
gressional  Intent  In  the  matter  of  benefits 
or  subsidies  granted  under  section  117  (c)  of 
the  ECA  Act.  Apparently  ECA  has  assumed 
from  the  so-called  CARE  amendment  to 


last  year’s  appropriation  act  and  the  cur¬ 
rent  ECA  Extension  Act,  that  Congress 
looked  with  favor  upon  discrimination  by 
ECA  in  the  use  of  its  own  or  counterpart 
funds  as  between  private  enterprise  and 
nonprofit  business  engaged  in  competition 
with  one  another  in  the  shipment  abroad  of 
relief  packages  purchased  from  them  by  pri¬ 
vate  individuals  in  the  United  States. 

The  amendment  in  question  had  the  very 
opposite  purpose.  Briefly,  all  that  it  was 
intended  to  do  was  to  prevent  the  use  of 
ECA  funds  as  ocean  freight  subsidies  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  give  private  agencies  an  ad¬ 
vantage  over  CARE  which  they  did  not  pre¬ 
viously  have,  by  erasing  an  existing  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  which  CARE  enjoyed  be¬ 
cause  it  had  been  able  to  obtain  lower  ocean 
freight  rates  than  those  obtained  by  private 
agencies.  One  cannot  read  into  this  amend¬ 
ment  any  intention  to  allow  the  use  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  counterpart  funds  to  accord  to 
CARE  or  other  nonprofit  agencies  any  bene¬ 
fit  or  competitive  advantage  which  it  did  not 
already  anjoy  without  the  use  of  such  funds. 
Yet  this  is  precisely  what  ECA  has  done  in 
the  matter  of  approving  reimbursement  to 
CARE  by  the  British  out  of  counterpart  funds 
for  inland  transportation  charges  in  Eng¬ 
land  incurred  between  April  and  December' 
of  1948  while  refusing  to  approve  such  re¬ 
imbursement  to  private  agencies  on  the 
same  terms,  even  though  they  undertook  to 
give  every  assurance  that  the  benefit  of  such 
reimbursement  would  be  passed  on  to  future 
purchasers  of  their  packages. 

While  it  is  a  small  matter  in  the  whole  ECA 
picture,  yet  this  kind  of  discrimination  is 
significant  because  such  use  of  Government 
funds  tends  to  favor  or  promote  a  monopoly 
in  the  business  of  shipping  relief  packages 
in  the  hands  of  one  agency.  And  whether 
that  agency  is  nonprofit  or  private  enter¬ 
prise  makes  no  difference  in  this  regard,  for 
it  is  of  the  essence  of  our  system  and  indeed 
of  the  working  of  the  ECA  mechanism  that 
competition  and  not  monopoly  will  bring 
the  best  results.  Moreover,  it  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  unless  this  relief  is  accorded  at 
least  $35,000,  and  probably  upward  of  $100,- 
000,  will  remain  in  the  British  Treasury  as 
counterpart  funds  instead  of  being  chan¬ 
neled  through  private  agencies  into  the  pock¬ 
ets  of  American  taxpayers  in  the  form  of 
reduced  prices  of  relief  packages  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  The  very  purpose  of  section  117  (c)  was 
to  relieve  the  strain  on  the  public  purse  to 
whatever  extent  possible  for  relief  expendi¬ 
tures  abroad  by  encouraging  more  private 
relief  shipments  abroad.  With  England  in 
its  present  economic  crisis,  it  is  perhaps  more 
important  than  at  any  other  time  to  encour¬ 
age  insofar  as  we  can  more  and  more  private 
relief  shipments  to  that  country.  If  the  re¬ 
imbursement  in  question,  already  made  to 
CARE,  is  accorded  to  private  agencies  ship¬ 
ping  relief  parcels,  they  will  be  enabled  to 
reduce  their  prices,  and  by  thus  passing  the 
benefits  on  to  American  purchasers  of  these 
packages  encourage  the  shipment  of  more 
relief  parcels  to  Britain  out  of  separate  funds. 
That  is  the  purpose  of  the  following  state¬ 
ment  of  the  intention  of  Congress: 

STATEMENT  OP  INTENTION  RE  ECA  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  ACT 

It  is  the  intention  of  Congress  that  no  part 
of  the  funds  appropriated  by  this  act  shall 
be  used  by  ECA,  either  alone  or  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  participating  countries,  to  make 
or  enforce  any  policy  or  regulation  discrim¬ 
inating  in  the  granting  of  any  benefit  or  sub¬ 
sidy  under  section  117  (c)  of  the  ECA  Act, 
including  reimbursement  from  counterpart 
funds  or  otherwise,  between  private  enter¬ 
prise  and  nonprofit  agencies  engaged  in  com¬ 
petition  in  the  business  of  shipping  relief 
packages  abroad.  It  is  Intended  that  both 
types  of  business  shall  be  accorded  equal 
treatment  and  that  any  advantage  or  benefit 


out  of  United  States  or  counterpart  funds 
accorded  to  one  shall  be  accorded  to  the 
other  on  the  same  terms. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Chair  inform  the  Senate  just  what 
the  amendment  is? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  the 
amendment  on  page  5,  line  17,  reducing 
the  appropriation  from  $50,000,000  to 
$45,000,000. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
amendment  of  the  committee  will  be 
stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
heading  “National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment — Department  of  the  Army — Civil 
functions — Government  and  relief  in  oc¬ 
cupied  areas,”  on  page  6,  line  9,  after 
the  word  “including”,  to  strike  out  "per¬ 
sonal  services  in  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  and’ elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such 
authorizations  and  limitations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  per¬ 
sonal  allowances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per 
day),  travel  expenses  (not  to  exceed 
those  authorized  for  like  United  States 
military  or  civilian  personnel),  and  fees 
incident  to  instruction  in  the  United 
States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as 
may  be  requirec.  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  appropriation.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
compared  this  language  with  that  car¬ 
ried  in  the  bill  last  year.  The  only  dif¬ 
ference  in  the  wording  is  that  last  year 
it  read:  "limitations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.”  And  now, 
in  this  bill,  it  reads:  "limitations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency.” 

Of  course,  that  is  due  to  the  reorgani¬ 
zation. 

Therefore,  I  suggest  that  it  would  be 
entirely  proper  to  reject  the  committee 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
suggestion  that  this  language  should  be 
stricken  from  the  bill? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  suggest  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  reject  the  committee  amendment. 
The  committee  amendment  proposes  to 
strike  the.  language  from  the  bill. 

The  Senator  will  understand  that 
there  is  absolutely  no  law  of  any  kind 
for  this  carry-over.  We  have  never  had 
any  basic  law  on  this  subject.  The  basic 
law  was  written  in  the  appropriation  bill, 
and  this  language  was  in  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  last  year.  The  same  language 
which  we  had  in  the  bill  last  year  is  re¬ 
peated  in  this  bill. 

In  this  particular  paragraph,  the  only 
difference  is  that  last  year  we  provided 
for  “limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
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the  Secretary  of  the  Army,”  and  in  this 
instance  we  prescribed  “limitations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  on,  page  6,  lines  9  to  17. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
amendment  of  the  committee  will  be 
stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
line  18,  after  the  word  “transportation”, 
to  strike  out  “services  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  at  rates  not  in  excess 
of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5 
U.  S.  C.  150) ;  payment  of  claims  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  (28  U.  S.p.  2672) ;  transla¬ 
tion  rights,  photographic  work,  educa¬ 
tional  exhibits,  "and  dissemination  of  in¬ 
formation,  including  preview  and  review 
expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  in¬ 
cident  to  the  operation  of  schools  for 
American  children;  printing  and  bind¬ 
ing;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  mo¬ 
tor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  repair  and 
maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities,  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingen¬ 
cies  for  the  United  States  commanders, 
commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
of  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their 
respective  discretions  (not  exceeding 
amounts  authorized  or  approved  by  the 
head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned)  .” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
again  I  have  compared  the  language  of 
the  amendment  with  what  was  contained 
in  the  law  last  year.  In  line  5,  on  page  7, 
after  the  word  “commanders”,  the  words 
“commissioners,  or  other  administra¬ 
tors”  have  been  added.  I  assume  that 
is  done  because  there  is  no  longer  a  mili¬ 
tary  government  in  Germany,  but  the 
government  there  now  is  a  civilian  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Again,  in  line  8,  page  7,  as  the  bill  now 
stands  it  contains  the  word  “the  head  of 
the  department”,  whereas  a  year  ago  the 
bill  read  “Secretary  of  the  Army.” 

In  line  21  and  line  22,  on  page  6,  the 
bill  now  reads:  “health  service  programs 
as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150); 
payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law.” 

Otherwise  the  language  is  the  same  as 
that  used  last  year. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  Senator’s  suggestion. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  there¬ 
fore  I  suggest  that  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  be  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  beginning  on  page  6,  in  line  18,  and 
going  down  to  line  8  on  page  7. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  next  amendment  of  the 
committee. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
line  14,  before  the  word  “of”,  to  strike 
out  “$925,000,000”  and  insert  “$900,- 
000,000.” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  is  this 
amendment  in  the  same  category? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  this  amendment 
relates  to  a  change  in  the  amount  of 
money  provided. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  reduces 
the  amount  from  $925,000,000  to  $900,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  beg  pardon;  I  mis¬ 
understood  which  amendment  was 
pending. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  7,  in-  line  14. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
committee  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
line  14,  after  the  word  “which”,  to  insert 
“(1)  90  percent  of  the  amount  required 
to  finance  the  procurement  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  (determined  sur¬ 
plus  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture)  of 
the  kinds  and  in  the  quantities  set  out 
in  the  Department  of  the  Army  budget 
justification  submitted  to  the  Senate 
shall  not  be  available  for  any  other 
financing,  and  (2).” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  made 
a  point  of  order  against  the  same  lan¬ 
guage  appearing  on  page  4  of  the  bill.© 
The  Chair  sustained  that  point  of  order, 
and  thereafter  the  Senate  sustained  the 
position  of  the  Chair. 

I  now  make  the  same  point  of  order 
as  to  this  amendment,  without  argument. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
sustains  the  point  of  order. 

The  next  amendment  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  be  stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
line  20,  after  the  word  “exceed”,  to  strike 
out  “$45,000,000”  and  insert  “$40,000,- 
000.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
line  21,  after  the  word  “expenses”,  to 
strike  out  the  colon  and  the  following 
proviso:  “Provided,  That  the  general 
provisions  of  the  appropriation  act  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950  for  the  military 
functions  of  the  Department  of  the  Army 
shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that 
Department  from  this  appropriation.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
proviso  and  the  language  which  follows 
it,  Congress  considered  necessary  a  year 
ago  in  order  that  the  Government  relief 
in  occupied  areas  might  be  carried  on. 
There  are  a  few  minor  changes.  For 
example,  on  page  7,  line  9,  it  now  reads 
“such  areas.”  Last  year  it  read,  “Japan, 
Korea,  and  the  Ryukyus.”  On  page  9  of 
the  bill,  beginning  with  line  13,  there 
is  a  provision  which  was  included  in  the 
Senate  bill  last  year  but  was  deleted  in 
conference,  which  the  House  has  now 
included,  namely: 

Provided  further,  That  service  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  rendered  under  this  appropriation 
as  an  expert,  consultant,  adviser,  or  tech¬ 
nician  shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  with¬ 
in  the  provisions  of  sections  281  or  283  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  of  section  190, 
Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of  sec¬ 
tion  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act 
of  1944,  or  of  any  other  Federal  law  impos¬ 
ing  restrictions,  requirements,  or  penalties 
in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons, 
the  performance  of  services,  or  the  payment 
or  receipt  of  compensation  in  connection 
with  any  claim,  proceeding,  or  matter  in¬ 
volving  the  United  States. 

The  Senate  had  that  proviso  in  the  bill 
last  year.  The  House  would  not  agree 
to  it  but  has  now  included  it.  Further 


along  we  had  the  words  “Secretary  of 
the  Army.”  That  has  been  changed  to 
read  “head  of  a  department  or  agency.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  the  Senator 
is  correct  in  his  interpretation,  as  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  chairman  of  the  committee  will 
agree. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  view  of  the  votes 
which  have  already  been  taken,  there  is 
no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  stricken 
out. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  make 
an  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 
Beginning  at  the  bottom  of  page  7,  line 
25,  this  language  appears: 

Provided  further,  That  expenditures  from 
this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  when  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  355,  1136,  3648,  and  3734,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classi¬ 
fication  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting 
payment  of  any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States:  Provided  further.  That  ex¬ 
penditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be 
made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  pur¬ 
poses,  without  regard  to  section  3709,  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  the  Armed 
Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public  Law 
413,  80th  Cong.)  :  Provided  further,  That  ex¬ 
penditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the 
purposes  of — 

From  that  point  clear  to  the  end  of 
the  section,  the  bill  is  completely  filled 
with  legislation. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  point  I 
wanted  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  This  legislation  pro¬ 
vides  for  government  and  relief  in  oc¬ 
cupied  areas. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Congress  adopted  it 
last  year.  The  House  had  again  ap¬ 
proved  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit,  I  ask  if  it  was  not  legislation.  I 
should  merely  like  to  say,  if  there  is  no 
objection,  it  points  out  in  a  graphic  way 
to  the  Senate  what  the  House  does  by 
way  of  writing  legislation  into  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  on  which  a  point  of  order 
cannot  be  made.  All  we  can  do  is  reduce 
amounts.  As  I  argued  on  the  very  first 
day,  on  the  Senate  floor,  if  we  are  going 
to  be  consistent,  certainly  the  Senate 
rules  should  provide,  it  seems  to  me,  that 
the  Senate  shall  have  an  equal  opportun¬ 
ity  with  the  Hoiy>e  so  far  as  writing  legis¬ 
lation  into  an  Appropriation  bill  is  con¬ 
cerned;  yet  on  the  Senate  floor  any  Sena¬ 
tor  who  wants  to  take  advantage  of  the 
situation  can  raise  a  technical  point  of 
order,  and  cut  goes  the  legislation,  al¬ 
though  all  through  the  appropriation 
bill  we  condone  legislation  that  has  been 
written  into  the  bill  by  the  House. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  wanted  first  to  reply 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  by  saying, 
as  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules 
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and  Administration,  of  which  he  is  the 
ranking  minority  member,  that  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  join  with  him  to  see  whether  we 
cannot  recommend  changes  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  rules  so  there  can  be  no  question  in 
the  future  with  respect  to  the  right  of 
the  Senate  properly  to  amend  legislation 
written  into  an  appropriation  bill  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  appreciate  that,  and 
I  thank  the  Senator.  But  I  want  to  say 
once  again  that  I  believe  the  points  of 
order  raised  by  the  majority  leader,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  recommittal  of  the  bill  to 
the  committee,  in  connection  with  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  and  the  action  of  the 
Senate  in  striking  out  all  these  legisla¬ 
tive  matters,  has  forcibly  called  to  the 
attention  of  Members  of  the  Senate  the 
procedure  under  which  we  operate  and 
has  shown  the  Senate  how  and  why  it 
should  be  corrected,  in  order  that  we  may 
have  at  least  an  equal  chance  to  place 
legislation  in  appropriation  bills,  when 
such  legislation  apparently  is  necessary, 
by  way  of  a  limitation. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration 
is  going  to  give  thought  to  the  matter 
referred  to.  The  present  instance  shows 
in  a  most  graphic  way  that  the  House 
does  the  legislating  and  the  Senate  ap¬ 
proves  the  House  legislation,  but  any 
suggestion,  even  of  a  limitation,  that 
may  be  written  into  an  appropriation 
bill  by  the  Senate  committee  is  made 
almost  impossible.  It  makes  the  Senate 
a  sort  of  auxiliary  body,  either  to  say 
it  approves  or  disapproves,  but  with  no 
authority  concerning  the  care  of  the 
taxpayers’  money. 

If  nothing  else  good  comes  out  of 
this  bill — and  I  doubt  that  a  great  deal 
of  good  will  come  out  of  it — it  may  be 
that  as  a  result  of  the  procedure  on  this 
bill  the  Senate  will  be  accorded  the  right 
to  take  some  little  part  in  the  most  im¬ 
portant  legislation  passed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  namely,  appropriation  bills. 

So,  Mr.  President,  because  of  the  ad¬ 
verse  votes  already  taken,  which  uphold 
the  House  in  all  of  Its  legislation  and 
wThich  take  away  from  the  Senate  the 
power  to  enact  legislation  on  appropria¬ 
tion  bills,  I  am  not  going  to  make  any 
further  protest  against  the  action  of  the 
majority  of  the  Senate.  I  realize  the 
majority  can  control,  and  they  have  con¬ 
trolled. 

I  merely  want  to  say  I  protest  against 
it  with  all  the  vigor  of  which  I  am  capa¬ 
ble.  I  do  not  think  it  is  just  or  fair  to 
the  Senate,  under  the  Constitution, 
which  seems  to  be  almost  a  back  number 
now.  We  legislate  without  regard  to  it.* 
I  see  my  distinguished  friend  who  made 
the  points  of  order  is  against  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  report.  I  am  sorry  he  feels 
sleepy.  I  may  say  to  him  I  would  not 
disturb  him  for  anything  in  the  world. 
I  am  not  going  to  talk  any  longer. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  striking  out  certain  language 
of  the  House  bill. 


Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
know  I  had  fallen  under  the  spell  of  the 
distinguished’s  Senator’s  oratory  to  the 
point  where  I  had  gone  to  sleep. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  Senator  was 
yawning  as  though  he  were  going  to 
sleep,  and  somehow  or  other  when  I 
am  talking  I  like  to  have  people  listen, 
because  I  think  I  usually  have  some¬ 
thing  to  say,  though  it  does  not  have  any 
effect  on  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Any  time  the  Senator 
can  put  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  sleep, 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  should  feel 
highly  complimented. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  do  feel  highly 
complimented. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  are  very  few  Sen¬ 
ators  who  can  do  that. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  yawn  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  be  stricken  from  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  [Laughter.] 

»  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  on  page  7,  line  21. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
committee  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
line  25,  after  the  word  “appropriation”, 
to  strike  out  the  following  proviso :  “ Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  expenditures  from 
this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside 
continental  United  States,  when  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 
regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil 
service  or  classification  laws,  or  provi¬ 
sions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  8, 
line  6,  after  the  amendment  above  stated, 
to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the  following 
additional  proviso:  “ Provided  further, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropria¬ 
tion  may  be  made,  when  necessary  to 
carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to 
section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  the  Armed  Services  Procurement 
Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  413,  80th 
Cong.).” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was  on  page  8, 
line  11,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  expenditures  may  be  made 
hereunder  for  the  purposes  of  economic 
rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in 
such  manner  as  to  be  consistent  with 
the  general  objectives  of-  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  8, 
line  15,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  here¬ 
under  and  unexpended  at  the  time  of 
the  termination  of  occupation  by  the 
United  States,  of  any  area  for  which  such 
funds  are  made  available,  may  be  ex¬ 
pended  by  the  President  for  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  such  commodities  and  technical 
services,  and  commodities  procured  from 


funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated 
for  government  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas  and  not  delivered  to  such  an  area 
prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 
occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  may  be  necessary  to  assist  In 
the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 
economic  stability  of  such  areas.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
line  1,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  before  any  such  assistance 
is  made  available,  an  agreement  shall  be 
entered  into  between  the  United  States 
and  the  recognized  government  or  au¬ 
thority  with  respect  to  such  area  con¬ 
taining  such  undertakings  by  such  gov¬ 
ernment  or  authority  as  the  President 
may  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order 
to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assist¬ 
ance  in  furtherance  of  such  purposes.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
line  8,  after  the  amendment  above  stated, 
to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the'following 
additional  proviso:  “Provided  further, 
That  such  agreement  shall,  when  appli¬ 
cable,  include  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  corresponding  to  the  require¬ 
ments  and  undertakings  specified  in  sec¬ 
tions  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Act 
of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  De¬ 
cember  17,  1947) .” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
line  13,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “ Provided 
further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an 
expert,  consultant,  adviser,  or  technician 
shall  not  be  considered  as  service  of  em¬ 
ployment  bringing  such  individual  within 
the  provisions  of  sections  281  or  283  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  of  section 
190,  Revised  Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or 
of  section  19  (e)  of  the  Contract  Settle¬ 
ment  Act  of  1944,  or  of  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  imposing  restrictions,  require¬ 
ments,  or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  persons,  the  performance  of 
services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of 
compensation  in  connection  with  any 
claim,  proceeding,  or  matter  involving 
the  United  States.” 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
particular  amendment  I  concur  in  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  language,  which  is  as  follows: 

Provided  further.  That  service  of  an  Indi¬ 
vidual  rendered  under  this  appropriation  as 
an  expert,  consultant,  adviser,  or  technician 
shall  not  be  considered  as  service  or  employ¬ 
ment  bringing  such  Individual  within  the 
provisions  of  sections  281  or  283  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  of  section  190,  Revised 
Statutes  (5  U.  S.  C.  99),  or  of  section  19  (e) 
of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  Imposing  restric¬ 
tions,  requirements,  or  penalties  in  relation 
to  the  employment  of  persons,  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt 
of  compensation  in  connection  with  any 
claim,  proceeding,  or  matter  Involving  the 
United  States. 

• 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  that  is 
an  exception  to  the  rule  which  we  usually 
follow  in  this  country. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  it  be  taken  to  conference. 
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Mr.  BRIDGES.  Very  well.  I  have  no 
objection  to  that. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

THE  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  next 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  9, 
line  24,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “ Provided 
further,  That  funds  appropriated  here¬ 
under  may  be  used,  insofar  as  practi¬ 
cable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head 
of  the  department  or  agency  concerned, 
to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges 
from  United  States  ports,  including  ter¬ 
ritorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan  and  the 
Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies 
donated  to,  or  purchased  by.  United 
States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief  agencies 
registered  with  and  'recommended  by 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Voluntary 
Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages  con¬ 
signed  to  individuals  residing  in  such 
countries.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  10, 
line  9,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  under  the  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  to  be  prescribed,  the  head  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per 
pound  for  the  ocean  transportation  of 
all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  gen¬ 
eral  classification  of  commodities  shipped 
to  Japan  or  the  Ryukyus  regardless  of 
methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  trans¬ 
portation,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  10, 
line  18,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  the  President  may  transfer 
to  any  other  department  or  agency  any 
function  or  functions  provided  for  under 
this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be 
transferred  to  any  such  department  or 
agency  such  unobligated  balances  of  this 
appropriation  and,  without  reimburse¬ 
ment  and  without  regard  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  from  which  procured,  such 
property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate 
primarily  to  any  function  or  functions  so 
transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the 
authority  contained  herein  or  under  the 
authority  governing  the  activities  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
heading  “Title  II — General  provisions,” 
on  page  11,  line  14,  after  the  word  “vio¬ 
lence”,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  proviso:  “Provided,  That  for 
the  purposes  hereof  an  affidavit  shall  be 
considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  con¬ 
trary  to  the  provisions  of  this  section  en¬ 
gaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  an  organization  of  Government 


employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  or  that  such  person  does  not  ad¬ 
vocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  organ¬ 
ization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  by 
force  or  violence.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  entire  amendment  should  be  dis¬ 
agreed  to,  because  it  destroys  the  effect 
of  the  original  provisions  of  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  11, 
line  23,  after  the  amendment  above 
stated,  to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the 
following  additional  proviso:  “Provided 
further,  That  any  person  who  engages 
in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees 
that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against 
the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
or  who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member 
of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  by  force  or  violence  and 
accepts  employment  the  salary  or  wages 
for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropria¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  act  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction,  shall 
be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  impris¬ 
oned  for  not  more  than  1  year,  or  both.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  12, 
line  9,  after  the  amendment  above  stated, 
to  strike  out  the  colon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing  additional  proviso:  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall 
be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution 
for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  next  amendment  was  on  page  12, 
after  line  12,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  202.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  com¬ 
pletes  the  committee  amendments. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  instructed  me  to  offer  an 
additional  amendment,  which  I  send  to 
the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
line  4,  after  the  word  “concerned”,  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following:  "Pro¬ 
vided,  That  when  members  of  the  armed 
forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the 
purpose  of  this  appropriation,  the  mile¬ 
age  and  other  travel  allowances  to  which 
they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  there¬ 
from.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  on  behalf 
of  the  committee. 

The  amendment  was  agre^j»to. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  directed  me  to  offer  another 
amendment  which  I  shall  ask  the  clerk  to 
read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
after  the  amendment  last  agreed  to,  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following:  “Pro¬ 


vided  further,  That  when  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  under  the  authority 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1911,  as  amended 
(10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  furnishes  subsistence 
supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian  agencies 
of  the  United  States  Government  serving 
in  Germany,  payment  therefor  by  such 
personnel  shall  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  10  percent  additional  charge  re¬ 
quired  by  said  act,  but  payment  for  sub¬ 
sistence  supplies  by  such  personnel  shall 
be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian 
personnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army 
serving  in  Germany.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee,  after  examination,  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  this  was  a  just  and 
fair  amendment,  and  I  certainly  hope  it 
will  be  accepted  by  a  two-thirds  vote. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Unless  a 
point  of  order  is  made  against  the 
amendment,  the  question  of  a  two-thirds 
vote  does  not  arise. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  third  amendment,  and  that  com¬ 
pletes  the  amendments. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  5, 
line  3,  after  thi  date  “1950,”  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  insert  the  following:  “Provided 
further,  That  the  list  of  limited  and  pro¬ 
hibitive  industries  scheduled  for  destruc¬ 
tion  in,  or  removal  from,  Germany  shall 
be  reviewed  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Administration 
shall  seek  to  obtain  the  retention  in  Ger¬ 
many  of  such  plants  on  this  list  as  would 
best  serve  European  recovery  if  left  in 
Germany.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  an  amendment  which  met  with  the  full 
approval  of  the  committee,  and  I  hope 
it  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  is  this 
the  dismantling  amendment? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
on  behalf  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  offer  a  substitute  amendment 
which  would  be  in.  line  with  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  should  like  to  have  it  stated  and 
see  if  it  will  be  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  lieu  of  the 
amendment  proposed  by  Mr.  McKellar, 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 
Beginning  on  page  4,  line  23,  strike  out 
the  colon,  insert  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  words:  “of  which  not  more  than 
$25,000  shall  be  available  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  115  (f)  of  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  April  19,  1949 
(Public  Law  47).” 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  understand  the  difference 
between  that  amendment  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
phrased  so  that  it  conforms  to  the  au¬ 
thorization.  I  intended  to  make  a  few 
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remarks  on  the  dismantling  problem  to 
show  that  this  amendment  would  give 
the  Administrator  discretion  to  review, 
under  the  authorization  of  the  original 
act,  the  whole  subject,  but  it  would  not 
be  a  specific  instruction,  as  would  be  the 
amendment  which  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  offered. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Is  this  the  matter  on 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  were 
working? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Yes;  but  I  have  not 
the  O.  K.  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
on  it.  The  other  amendment  was  clearly 
legislation.  This  amendment  is  not  leg¬ 
islation.  It  simply  provides  money  to 
carry  out  the  authorization  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  authorization  act,  leaving  it  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Administrator.  I  do  not 
think  there  should  be  any  real  objection 
to  it. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  difference,  and  I 
am  perfectly  willing  to  accept  the  sub¬ 
stitute. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  may 
the  clerk  state  the  amendment  again, 
so  that  Members  will  understand  it? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  again  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  lieu  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McKellar,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert  the  following:  On 
page  4,  line  23,  strike  out  the  colon,  insert 
a  comma  and  the  following  words:  “of 
which  not  more  than  $25,000  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  act 
of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47).” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  accept  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  accept  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  is  interested  in  this  subject. 
I  have  been  trying  to  get  word  to  him 
that  it  was  under  consideration. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  which  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  meantime. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  will  be 
passed  over  temporarily. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  was 
accepted  by  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  still  has  to 
be  voted  upon  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Why  could  it  not  be 
voted  on  now? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
referring  to  an  interest  which  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  had  in  the 
matter.  The  amendment  may  be  en¬ 
tirely  satisfactory  to  him,  but  I  want 
to  send  for  him,  and  in  the  meantime  we 
can  take  up  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  is  temporarily  passed  over,  and  the 
Chair  has  recognized  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  which  I  offer  under  suspen¬ 
sion  of  the  rule,  because  it  is  also  legisla¬ 
tion,  I  wish  to  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  6, 
after  line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following: 

CHINESE  STUDENTS 

The  President  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  allocate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the  sum 
of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  unobligated  balance 
of  the  amount  made  available  under  section 
12  of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  the 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,”  ap¬ 
proved  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47,  81st 
Cong.),  to  be  used,  under  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  return  passage  to  China  for 
selected  citizens  of  China  to  study  in  ac¬ 
credited  colleges,  universities,  or  other  edu¬ 
cational  institutions  in  the  United  States  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  make  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
amendment - 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  approved  the  amendment. 
It  does  not  increase  the  appropriation. 
It  merely  provides  for  use  of  money 
which  is  already  in  the  hands  of  the 
Administrator,  and  the  committee  has  no 
objection  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say,  relative  to  the  amendment, 
that  it  brings  about  the  same  result  that 
is  effected  by  House  bill  5602,  which  had 
the  support  of  both  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  Mr.  Hoffman,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  ECA.  Out  of  the  ECA  funds  in 
title  4  about  $56,000,000  was  left  over  in 
the  China-aid  program,  and,  with  some 
of  the  diversions  of  materials  which 
had  been  shipped,  due  to  the  situation 
in  China,  I  am  informed  by  the  ECA 
Administration,  the  amount  is  now  about 
$80,000,000.  The  amendment  does  not 
add  any  sum  of  money  to  the  pending 
appropriation  bill,  but  provides  that  out 
of  the  unincumbered  balance  of  title  4 
funds  of  ECA,  this  amount  shall  be  set 
aside,  that  some  4.000  students  who  are 
in  this  country  under  agreement  between 
the  Chinese  Government  and  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  may  continue  their  education 
and  then  be  returned  to  China. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  a  very  worthy 
amendment.  As  I  have  said,  the  bill 
that"  was  introduced  in  the  House  had 
the  support  of  the  State  Department  and 
Mr.  Hoffman.  The  action  proposed  is 
really  one  of  the  real  bridges  of  friend¬ 
ship  we  will  have  between  this  country 
and  the  people  of  China  in  the  future. 
The  House  of  Representatives  suspended 
its  rule  and  adopted  the  bill  in  question 
by  a  vote  of  254  to  46. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  situation  de¬ 
scribed  by  the  Senator  is  particularly 
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applicable  in  the  west-coast  schools, 
where  many  Chinese  are  students. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  It  applies  not  only 
there,  but  throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  the  major  por¬ 
tion  of  the  students  are  in  that  area. 
When  they  came  to  this  country,  they 
all  had  their  own  funds,  which  they  could 
get  from  China,  but  in  view  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  China  today,  and  the  complete 
inability  to  get  funds,  there  is  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  them  to  support  themselves, 
because  they  are  not  American  citizens, 
and  the  proposed  investment,  to  enable 
them  to  continue  their  training,  since 
they  intend  to  return  to  China,  might 
well  be  worth  while. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  What  the  Senator 
says  is  true. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have,  no 
objection  to  the  amendment.  I  under¬ 
stand  it  is  reported  by  the  committee 
unanimously. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  committee 
unanimously  authorized  me  to  offer  this 
amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
President,  with  the  approval  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  submit  an  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  reported  by  the  clerk. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  12, 
after  line  12,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following: 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown  Ord¬ 
nance  Works  at  Morgantown,  W.  Va.,  the  Ohio 
River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Henderson, 
Ky.,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at 
San  Jacinto,  Tex.,  for  the  production  of  an¬ 
hydrous  ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of 
nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogen¬ 
ous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied 
countries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Republic 
of  South  Korea.  From  the  proceeds  of  ma¬ 
terials  sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the 
appropriation  for  “Government  and  relief  in 
occupied  areas”  an  amount  equivalent  to  the 
cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any 
balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public  Law  793, 
Eightieth  Congress,  and  any  other  laws  in 
conflict  herewith,  are  repealed  effective  June 
30,  1949. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
President,  I  think  a  brief  statement 
should  be  made  with  respect  to  the 
amendment.  It  is  legislation,  of  course, 
but  I  have  authority  from  the  committee 
to  present  it,  and  I  have  filed  a  notice  so 
that  if  objection  shall  be  raised  that  the 
amendment  proposes  legislation  to  a 
general  appropriation  bill,  the  issue  may 
be  put  to  a  vote.  - 

Mr.  President,  during  the  war  we  built 
a  great  number  of  plants  for  the  making 
of  certain  chemicals.  After  the  war  was 
over  we  had  those  plants  and  some  of 
the  chemicals  being  produced  in  such 
plants  were  valuable  as  ingredients  for 
fertilizer.  So  last  year  Congress  enacted, 
as  ofie  section  of  the  bill  providing  for 
the  ECA,  a  direction  to  the  Army  to  keep 
on  producing  such  chemicals,  ahnydrous 
ammonia  being  the  principal  one,  and 
directed  the  Army  to  keep  the  plants  in 
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operation.  It  directed,  further,  that  50 
percent  of  the  total  exports  should  come 
from  these  Army  plants.  On  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  at  the  insistence  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
10  percent  of  our  production  was  to  be 
retained  in  the  United  States. 

Conditions  have  changed  since  last 
year.  One  year  ago  the  Army  needed 
fertilizer  for  use  in  occupied  areas.  Un¬ 
der  the  1948  law  the  excess  of  anhydrous 
ammonia  produced  in  Army  plants  was 
to  be  distributed  as  directed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce.  The  Commerce 
Department  is  not  specially  interested 
in  the  distribution  of  fertilizer,  and  the 
Department  of  the  Army  wants,  so  I  am 
advised,  to  get  out  of  the  business  of 
producing  fertilizer.  My  amendment 
would  repeal  last  year’s  enacted  law, 
which  is  now  out  of  date.  The  amend¬ 
ment  permits  the  Army  to  keep  three 
plants  in  operation,  and  from  the  fer¬ 
tilizer  produced  in  such  plants  a  cer¬ 
tain  percentage,  now  undetermined  is  to 
be  sold  to  the  Republic  of  Korea,  the 
balance  to  be  sold  and  the  funds  re¬ 
ceived  Therefor  are  to  be  placed  in  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

This  is  an  amendment  recommended 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce,  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  War  Department,  and 
likewise  recommended  by  a  special  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  the  original  bill,  the 
proviso  in  section  202  reads  as  follows: 

That  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  repeal  the  provisions  of  section 
205  of  Fublic  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress, 
with  respect  to  the  production  and  alloca¬ 
tion  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  for 
domestic  use. 

As  I  listened  to  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  it  seems  the  amendment  does 
repeal  section  205. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  Yes,  and 
this  is  how  that  came  about,  I  will  say 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  The  amendment  was  originally 
agreed  to  by  all  parties  in  interest,  and 
was  then'  presented  to  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  When  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  engaged  in  marking  up  the 
bill,  there  was  a  misunderstanding  about 
the  meaning  of  the  last  sentence,  where¬ 
upon  a  provision  was  incorporated  in  the 
section  which  was  contrary  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  which  had  theretofore  been  ar¬ 
rived  at  and  about  which  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  just  inquired.  Later 
the  matter  was  reconsidered  and  the 
original  language  was  agreed  to  and  the 
original  amendment  is  now  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  no. objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Thomas], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Are  motions  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rule  now  in  order  with  relation 
to  amendments  which  have  been  taken 
out  of  the  bill? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  All  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  have  now  been  acted  on, 
and  motions  to  suspend  the  rules  with 
regard  to  amendments  heretofore  de¬ 
clared  out  of  order  are  now  in  order. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  After  a  motion  is 
made  to  suspend  the  rule,  is  the  motion 
debatable? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  motion 
is  debatable. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  pur¬ 
suant  to  notice  previously  given,  I  move 
that  the  rule  be  suspended  and  that  I  be 
permitted  to  offer  an  amendment  on 
page  4,  line  2,  of  the  bill,  which  amend¬ 
ment  was  stricken  from  the  bill,  and  as 
to  which  I  gave  notice  of  a  motion  to 
suspend  the  rule. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  moved  to  suspend  the  rule  in  order 
to  permit  him  to  cffer  an  amendment 
which  has  been  heretofore  stricken  from 
the  bill,  and  the  motion  is  debatable. 
The  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recog¬ 
nized.  Notice  has  heretofore  been  given. 

The  Chair  will  say  that  notices  of  all 
motions  to  suspend  the  rule  which  have 
heretofore  been  submitted,  are  at  the 
desk. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  A  number  of  Sena¬ 
tors,  who  are  not  now  present,  are  in¬ 
terested  in  the  amendment.  I  should 
like  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  that 
purpose? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  brief  statement  to  the  Senate 
on  the  motion.  I  yield,  however,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  suggestion  of  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Anderson 

Holland 

Morse 

Brewster 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Brlcker 

Ives 

.  Myers 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Neely 

Butler 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O'Conor 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Tex. 

OMahoney 

Cain 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Chavez 

Kem 

Saltonstall 

Connally 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Langer 

Stennls 

Dulles 

Lodge 

Taft 

Eastland 

Long 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Frear 

McClellan 

Tydlngs 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Vandenberg 

George 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone' 

Williams 

Hendrickson 

Martin 

Young 

Hill 

Maybank 

Hoey 

Millikin 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
regret  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  pur¬ 
sue  this  matter  further,  but  I  wish  to 
undertake  again  to  have  this  amend¬ 
ment  considered  on  its  merits  and  de¬ 
cided  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  Senate. 
I  cannot  have  that  done  unless  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  are  suspended. 

This  motion  to  suspend  the  rule  does 
not  involve  primarily  the  merits  of  the 
amendment  itself.  There  is  a  more  im¬ 
portant  issue  raised  by  the  motion  to 
suspend  the  rule  then  is  the  issue  in¬ 
volved  in  the  amendment  itself.  The 
merits  of  the  amendment  go  to  the  sav¬ 
ing  of  the  taxpayers’  money,  and  that  is 
pretty  important.  But  the  primary  is¬ 
sue  raised  by  the  motion  is  whether  the 
Senate  is  willing  to  continue  to  operate 
under  the  rule  which  shackles  it  in  leg¬ 
islation  to  a  two-thirds  vote  instead  of  a 
majority  vote  on  important  legislation. 
All  appropriation  bills  are  important  leg¬ 
islation.  The  House  has  coresponsibil¬ 
ity  with  the  Senate  to  legislate  on 
appropriation  bills.  That  body  legis¬ 
lates  by  a  majority  vote.  But  we  in 
the  Senate,  under  the  rules  as  they  have 
been  interpreted  by  the  Chair  in  the 
rulings  made  during  the  past  few  days, 
and  the  rulings  which  have  been  sus¬ 
tained  by  the  votes  of  the  Senate,  are  re¬ 
quired  to  follow  a  procedure  under 
which,  if  even  cne  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  desires  to  legislate  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  instead  of  a  majority  vote,  he  can 
force  the  Senate  to  legislate  in  that 
manner. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  the  necessity  of 
having  to  take  the  parliamentary 
course  which  I  have  followed  with  this 
amendment.  Irrespective  of  the  final 
outcome  of  this  issue,  irrespective  of 
whether  this  amendment  is  adopted  or 
not,  the  parliamentary  procedure  which 
we  have  had  to  follow  for  the  past  week 
or  two  with  reference  to  the  bill,  a  point 
of  order  having  been  made  against  the 
bill  and  the  bill  having  been  returned  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  still 
leaves  us  shackled  by  the  requirement  of 
a  two-thirds  vote.  We  must  legislate  by 
a  two-thirds  vote  on  this  bill  and  on  the 
same  issues  on  which  the  House  legis¬ 
lated  by  majority  vote. 

I  believe  that  this  dilemma  has  point¬ 
ed  out  to  the  Senate  a  serious  situation 
with  respect  to  our  rules,  according  to 
their  present  interpretation,  and  that  an 
effort  should  be  and  will  be  made  to  re¬ 
lax  rules  of  the  Senate  so  as  to  remove 
this  restriction  and  make  it  possible  for 
the  Senate  to  function  in  its  democratic 
processes,  by  a  majority  vote  instead  of 
a  two-thirds  vote. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  take  much 
time  to  further  debate  the  amendment. 
The  merits  of  the  amendment  have  been 
pretty  well  covered  in  previous  debate. 
But  I  take  this  occasion,  in  my  final  plea, 
to  ask  my  colleagues  to  let  us  legislate 
by  majority  vote. 

According  to  press  reports  the  op¬ 
ponents  of  the  amendment  have  ad¬ 
mitted  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
would  save  $500,000,000.  In  other  words, 
according  to  their  own  admission  $500,- 
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000,000  would  be  retained  in  the  United 
States  Treasury.  It  would  never  be  used 
for  the  purposes  for  which  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  ECA  and  the  European 
countries  said  the  money  was  needed. 
The  money  would  still  remain  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States. 

This  amendment,  if  agreed  to,  would 
represent  a  saving  of  half  a  billion  dol¬ 
lars;  but  we  must  take  into  account  that 
in  order  to  carry  out  the  program  with¬ 
out  this  limitation,  another  $1,000,000,000 
will  also  have  to  be  added  to  the  $500,- 
000,000,  to  be  taken  out  of  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  and  put  into  circu¬ 
lation,  given  to  those  countries  to  spend 
in  foreign  markets  if  they  choose  to  do 
so  rather  than  buy  our  surpluses.  This 
amendment  would  mean  a  reduction  in 
the  appropriation  of  $500,000,000  so  its 
opponents  say.  We  are  giving  those  na¬ 
tions  another  billion  dollars,  plus  $500,- 
000,000,  to  spend  in  foreign  markets 
when  we  have  in  surplus  here  the  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  which  they  say 
they  want  and  are  going  to  buy.  These 
surplus  commodities  are  already  Govern¬ 
ment  property,  owned  and  paid  for  by 
the  Government,  paid  for  with  taxpayers’ 
money.  We  now  propose  to  spend  money 
or  give  it  to  European  countries  for  what 
we  already  have  and  have  already  paid 
for. 

Certainly  these  dollars  will  ultimately 
come  back  to  the  United  States.  They 
will  find  their  way  back  here  in  commerce 
and  trade,  but  will  not  find  their  way 
back  into  the  United  States  Treasury, 
except  through  taxation  of  the  American 
people.  They  will  simply  be  added  to 
the  national  debt.  ‘  Another  billion  and 
a  half  dollars  will  be  added  to  the 
national  debt. 

I  know,  Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
may  not  be  very  popular  at  the  moment 
in  some  quarters,  but  1  year  from  now, 
when  an  accounting  is  had,  when  the  act 
comes  before  us  for  extension  and 
further  appropriations,  and  we  review 
the  past  operations  under  the  act,  this 
amendment  will  be  more  popular.  It  will 
then  be  favored.  The  American  people 
will  understand  its  purpose.  They  will 
know  by  that  time  the  amount  of  money 
it  would  have  saved  them.  By  then  it 
would  receive  the  support  of  a  majority 
of  this  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  my  colleagues  have  just 
as  much  interest  as  I  have  in  the  effort 
to  legislate  for  the  protection  of  the 
American  people.  Whether  my  col¬ 
leagues  favor  the  amendment  or  not,  on 
the  issue  raised  by  this  motion  I  ask  them 
to  vote  to  suspend  the  rule,  give  us  a  two- 
thirds  vote,  and  let  the  amendment  be 
acted  upon  on  its  merits.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  then  defeated,  while  I  shall  not 
change  my  opinion  about  its  merits,  and 
will  still  have  the  conviction  which 
prompted  me  to  submit  it  in  the  begin¬ 
ning,  I  shall  be  satisfied  if  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  which  has  developed 
focuses  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  a 
sufficient  extent  upon  the  shackles  under 
which  it  must  now  operate  so  that  it  will 
be  willing  to  change  the  rule. 

I  believe  that  ultimately  the  Senate 
will  want  to  legislate  by  majority  vote 
and  not  by  two-thirds  on  the  most  vital 
questions  which  -come  before  us,  when 
we  are  spending  billions  of  dollars  in 


foreign  countries  for  their  relief,  in  the 
hope  that  they  may  achieve  a  large  meas¬ 
ure  of  economic  recovery,  which  would 
in  turn  be  beneficial  to  the  United  States. 

Let  me  remind  Senators  that  since  the 
war  we  have  been  voting  and  spending 
billions  of  dollars  on  the  representation 
that  European  countries  must  have  aid, 
and  that  it  is  in  our  interest  to  provide 
such  aid.  I  remember  the  persuasive 
arguments  which  were  made  to  this  body 
when  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreement  was 
before  us,  and  when  we  authorized  and 
appropriated  money  for  a  World  Bank 
and  a  World  Stabilization  Fund. 

I  thought  then,  from  the  representa¬ 
tions  which  were  made  as  to  the  need  for 
such  legislation  and  appropriations,  that 
that  was  the  course  we  were  to  follow  in 
rendering  assistance  in  the  postwar  pe¬ 
riod.  But  the  ink  had  hardly  dried  upon 
those  measures  when  Great  Britain  was 
back  pleading  for  a  loan  of  $4,500,000,000. 
We  made  the  loan.  I  voted  against  it, 
but  we  made  it,  without  any  strings  to  it. 
Today  Great  Britain  is  in  worse  condi¬ 
tion  than  she  was  the  day  we  gave  her 
the  money.  That  is  what  we  do  when 
we  write  blank  checks  with  no  conditions 
attached,  and  turn  the  money  over  to 
foreign  countries  for  expenditure.  To¬ 
day  Great  Britain’s  financial  and  eco¬ 
nomic  condition,  irrespective  of  the 
money  she  has  received  from  that  loan 
and  this  ECA  program,  amounting  to 
$9,000,000,000,  is  worse  than  it  was  be¬ 
fore  we  gave  her  the  money.  Her  situ¬ 
ation  today  is  more  critical  than  it  was 
on  the  day  when  she  asked  for  a  loan. 
How  much  more  does  she  want?  She  is 
not  satisfied  with  this;  she  says  she  needs 
another  $624,000,000,  in  addition  to  her 
$1,000,000,000  quota  of  this  fund  we  are 
now  appropriating  in  this  bill. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  when  it 
is  said  that  we  must  not  impose  any  con¬ 
ditions  on  the  granting  of  these  funds 
because  to  do  so  would  violate  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  the  countries  affected,  I  say 
we  had  better  place  some  conditions  or 
restrictions  upon  the  granting  and  ex¬ 
penditure  of  these  funds  so  as  to  safe¬ 
guard  and  protect  the  United  States,  or 
later  we  shall  find  that  the  money  will 
have  been  thrown  away,  and  then  at  the 
end  of  this  program  we  shall  have  ob¬ 
tained  no  beneficial  results  for  either 
them  or  ourselves.  If  Senators  think  we 
shall  make  friends  by  buying  them  with 
this  money,  I  say  that  unless  we  re¬ 
quire  these  countries  to  meet  reasonable 
obligations  and  conditions  in  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  this  help,  so  that  we  may  be  assured 
that  in  all  probability  some  benefits  will 
come  from  this  aid  on  our  part,  when 
the  program  is  ended,  as  the  conditions 
in  these  countries  grow  worse — as  in 
Britain  conditions  already  are  growing 
worse — will  we  have  a  friend,  then,  if  we 
stop  giving  them  money?  We  owe  some 
consideration  to  our  own  interest  and  to 
our  own  solvency. 

I  am  simply  trying  in  this  way,  based 
on  my  humble  opinion  and  best  judg¬ 
ment,  to  place  in  the  bill  some  condi¬ 
tions  and  restrictions  that  will  safeguard 
this  gift  we  are  making  from  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  United  States;  to  place 
some  requirement  which  in  the  end  will 
give  greater  hope  and  promise  that  this 


program  will  be  effective  and  that  our 
objective  will  be  attained. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree  with  me 
that  we  should  legislate  by  majority 
vote  in  this  matter,  and  should  not  keep 
ourselves  shackled  in  connection  with 
these  important  issues  by  the  require¬ 
ment  of  a  two-thirds  vote,  when  the  in¬ 
terests  of  our  Nation  and  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  this  program  are  at  stake. 

Mr.  President,  we  can  give,  throw, 
this  money  away  if  we  choose,  or  we  can 
spend  it  for  real  help  to  these  countries. 
I  am  trying  not  to  be  wasteful — I  am  try¬ 
ing  not  to  spend  $2  of  taxpayers’  money 
where  $1  will  get  the  same  results  if 
properly  spent  and  controlled. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  suspend 
paragraph  4  of  Rule  XVI. 


v  A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
ha'd  insisted  upon  its  amendment  to  the 
fbill\(S.  1962)  to  amend  the  cotton  and 
wheat  marketing  quota  provisions  of  i!he 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  103S,  as 
amended,  disagreed  to  by  the  Senate; 
agreed  to  the  conference  asked  hf  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  ef  the 
two  HoVses  thereon,  and  that  Mjf  Coo¬ 
ley,  Mr\  Pace,  Mr.  Poage,  Mr.  HqfcE,  and 
Mr.  August  H.  Andkesen  were  appointed 
managers*  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  ot  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  o|  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H. 
R.  3751)  to  transfer  a  totyer  located  on 
the  Lower  E&uris  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  to  the  international  Peace  Gar¬ 
den,  Inc.,  North\pakotaj 

REMODELING  OF)  THE  SENATE  CHAM¬ 
BER-LETTER  >RO]&  WILLIAM  W. 

WURSTER 

Mr.  LODGE, 
ceived  from  Mr.  William  W.  Wurster,  who 
is  the  dean  of  the  School  of  Architecture 
and  Planning  at  the  ^Massachusetts  In¬ 
stitute  of  Technology,, a  letter  in  which 
he  comments  on  the  attempt  which  was 
made  by  me  tor  save  the  architectural 
style  of  the  Senate  Chamber.  My  ref¬ 
erence  was  onjy  to  style,  for,  as  Sena¬ 
tors  know,  I  have  always,  been  strongly 
in  favor  of  anything  that  would  make 
the  Chamberjand  the  Senate  more  mod¬ 
ern  in  the  tjfce  sense  of  mafcing  it  more 
efficient.  Pean  Wurster,  who  is  evi¬ 
dently  an  authority  in  the  field  of  archi¬ 
tecture,  points  to  conspicuous  and  dis¬ 
tinguished  examples  in  this  country  of 
old  buildings  and  old  styles  being  re¬ 
tained,  ^hereby  furnishing  an  impressive 
record  Of  our  past.  I  think  it  ffiight  be 
healthy  for  those  who  want  to  destroy 
structures  simply  because  they  are  old 
to  read  this  letter.  Perhaps  a  reading 
of  thf  letter  of  Dean  Wurster  will  at'Jeast 
slowjuip,  if  it  does  not  prevent,  our  r&her 
unqpnscious  stumble  into  vandalism* 
t  this  point  perhaps  I  should  read  a 
feft  lines  from  the  letter; 

Aimes  and  taste  change,  but  architecture 
as  a  living  document  of  history  should  be 
retained. 


Mr.  President,  I  have  re- 
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.When  I  read  of  removing  the  good  strong 
character  of  the  Senate  Chamber  to  replace 
it  possibly  by  some  pallid  period,  I  was  sad. 
As  AlVir  Aalto,  our  visiting  professor  from 
Finland,  said  of  some  other  things,  “Why 
have  air^ehiny,  drug-store  architecture?” 

‘  So,  Mr?  ^President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  nave  the  entire  letter  printed 
at  this  point  ik  the  Record. 

There  beingNno  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  boyDrinted  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Institute  or  Technology, 

School  of  Architecture 

and\lanning, 

Cambridge,  Mass.,  19,  1949. 

The  Honorable  Henry  Cabot  ^pGE, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D. 

Dear  Senator  Lodge:  It  was  of  2^at' in¬ 
terest  that  you  desired  to  retain  thSLchar- 
acter  of  the  Senate  Chamber,  and  I  aokmy 
voice  to  yours.  Times  and  taste  change, Vut 
architecture  as  a  living  document  of  hi 
tory  should  be  retained.  The  Harvard  Yard 
is  the  most  interesting  and  significant  of 
all  the  college  groups,  for  during  the  years 
we  have  the  evidence  of  what  was  thought 
best  in  those  years.  Quiet  Holworthy  and 
the  dormitories  at  its  side,  the  craftsman¬ 
ship  of  the  Gothic  Revival,  the  beauty  of 
Bulfinch’s  University  Hall,  the  robustness  of 
Richardson’s  Seaver,  and  so  it  goes.  Movie 
set  perfection  as  shown  at  Hansel  and  Gretel 
Yale  seems  out  of  key  with  the  seeking  for 
reality  which  is  the  first  principle  of  a  uni¬ 
versity  Yes,  I  like  memorial  hall,  and  I 
hope  they  find  a  real  use  for  it.  I  wonder 
why  they  don’t  use  it  again  as  a  dining  hall? 
By  this  same  token  I  have  a  dislike  for  the 
Harvard  houses  on  the  river,  for  they  seem 
an  unreal  attempt  to  catch  hold  of  times 
past. 

I  have  written  to  Douglass  Orr,  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Architects,  to  express 
the  hope  they  can  remodel  the  White  House, 
for  surely  a  building  coming  through  war  and 
fire  cannot  be  duplicated  exactly. 

When  I  read  of  removing  the  good  strong 
character  of  the  Senate  Chamber  to  replace 
it  possibly  by  some  pallid  period,  I  was  sad. 
As  Alvar  Aalto,  our  visiting  professor  from 
Finland,  said  of  some  other  things,  “Why 
have  all  shiny,  drug-store  architecture?” 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  W.  Wurster, 

Dean. 

AIR-LINE  DEVELOPMENTS 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
from  Aviation  Week  dealing  ^with  the 
speech  made  by  the  Senator  fkom  Colo¬ 
rado  tMr.  Johnson],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interstate/ tnd  Foreign 
Commerce,  at  the  celebration  of  the 
twentieth  anniversary jof  the  TWA  serv¬ 
ice.  His  speech  was  ^iade  just  the  other 
day  at  Kansas  City*  This  editorial  Is  a 
most  excellent  analysis  and  appraisal  of 
the  admirable  contribution  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colo/ado  to  our  commercial  air 
program.  Iiy  this  connection  I  also  ask 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  editorial,  a  summary  of 
the  speech  which  was  issued  in  the  Klein 
Newsletter  at  about  the  same  time,  com¬ 
ing  jwm  Kansas  City. 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
summary  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
the  Record,  as  follows: 


[From  Aviation  Week  of  August  1,  1949] 

SENATOR  JOHNSON’S  SOUND  APPRAISAL 

Broad  outline  of  the  program  Congress  may 
propose  to  strengthen  the  air  lines  has  been 
revealed  by  Senator  Edwin  C.  Johnson, 
whose  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
Committee  is  investigating  industry  finances. 

Speaking  at  Kansas  City  during  TWA’s 
twentieth  anniversary  celebration,  Johnson 
came  out  flatly  for  separation  of  service  mail 
payments  from  subsidy.  He  urged  more  con¬ 
solidation  of  ground  services,  additional 
equipment  interchange  agreements,  and 
thorough  exploration  of  the  potentialities  of 
air  coach. 

The  address  was  temperate,  unprejudiced, 
and  discriminating  in  its  analysis  of  air¬ 
transport  problems.  The  Senator  apparently 
has  been  able  to  discern  basic  problems  de¬ 
spite  the  inevitable  muddying  of  the  record 
by  a  minority  of  intemperate  and  inconse¬ 
quential  material  presented  on  both  the 
scheduled  and  nonscheduled  sides. 

Senator  Johnson  believes  air  transporta¬ 
tion  “is  about  to  become  the  most  attractive 
and  economic  transportation  in  history. 

*  *  *  1  still  look  for  a  tremendous  in¬ 

crease  in  air-trafflc  volume.” 

The  speaker  said:  “It  is  clear  that  Congress, 
well  as  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  ma 
h^re  to  consider  means  to  induce  air  linesyfo 
transfer  routes  and  to  merge  or  consolidate 
on  re^onable  terms  and  in  the  best  interests 
cf  theVublic.” 

He  accused  air-line  managementAo  con¬ 
sider  carefully  all  merger  possibili/es. 

“Great  cPBdit  is  due  the  air  Unes  for  the 
speed  with  wiich  they  reversed  their  field 
and  ran  for  co^r”  during  th/hard  times  of 
postwar.  “Nevertheless,  tbyy  have  not  gone 
as  far,  nor  as  fasces  the/conomic  pressures 
demand.” 

Turning  to  air-lfhe- '  financing,  Johnson 
asserted  some  carrieoffUrad  adopted  unwise 
policies.  He  criticised  Iterators  who  have 
not  maintained  a/easonable  ratio  between 
debt  and  equity^inancing. 

He  said  he  yfis  reluctant  Ax  advocate  fur¬ 
ther  encroachment  by  Goverrfcaent  on  the 
domain  of  /business  management’s  normal 
function.  /’But  the  unpleasant Vacts  dis¬ 
closed  b/our  inquiry  cause  me  to  lavor  the 
imposition  of  CAB  control  over  security 
issue*?’  he  said. 

fe  chairman  emphasized  that  his  s!hte- 
its  did  not  necessarily  reflect  the  think! 
judgment  of  the  Interstate  and  Forelg! 

^Commerce  Committee.  It  is  expected,  how-'* 
ever,  that  the  committee  majority's  views 
will  not  vary  substantially  from  Johnson’s. 

Although  the  air  lines  are  not  yet  out  of 
the  woods,  1949  ha*,  been  a  turning  point  in 
the  industry’s  fortune,  Johnson  declared. 
“Fixed  charges  and  operating  expenses  have 
declined  slightly  *  *  *  regularity  is  bet¬ 

ter,  safety  has  made  tremendous  gains,  and 
traffic  is  up.  Hope  and  faith  have  returned, 
and  charity  is  on  its  way  out.” 

Johnson  indicated  belief  that  the  air  lines 
tried  only  half-heartedly  to  consolidate  their 
airport  operations  "a  more  aggressive  ap¬ 
proach  toward  consolidated  operations  would 
produce  savings  without  sacrifice  in  serv¬ 
ice.  If  CAB  eliminated  some  of  the  lone- 
wolf  duplicating  operations  as  legitimate 
expenses  in  determining  mail  pay  we  would 
have  a  very  different  story.” 

He  took  notice  of  CAB  delays  in  major 
cases,  and  the  applicant’s  expense  and  time 
required,  which  "can  lead  the  average  citi¬ 
zen  into  financial  ruin.”  Each  of  the  four 
major  applicants  in  the  air  freight  case  had 
testified  that  his  costs  so  far  had  been  from 
$70,000  to  $100,000  to  pursue  certificate  ef¬ 
forts.  “I  wonder  how  much  the  ATA  and 
the  certificate  carriers  have  spent  in  oppos¬ 
ing  them?” 


Johnson  spoke  favorably  of  the  first-of- 
the-week  family  fare  plan  and  special  ex¬ 
cursion  rates.  But  "no  one  will  deny  .that 
of  these  three,  air  coach  has  had  th/most 
spectacular  effect  on  development yof  real 
mass  air  transportation.” 

The  Senator  took  issue  with  the  position 
taken  by  some  air-line  official*  before  his 
committee  that  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
the  industry  that  bigger  ancLbetter  mail  pay 
won’t  cure.  He  noted  that  total  mail  pay 
(domestic  and  international)  jumped  from 
$42,967,000  in  1946  to  >$69,489,000  in  1947; 
$111,521,000  in  1948,  a^ra  an  estimated  $125,- 
000,000  in  1949. 

He  said  Congress  should  decide  whether  the 
air  lines  are  to  bara  regulated  public  utility 
or  live  under  the  law  of  the  survival  of  the 
fittest.  “Today  air  lines  are  neither  beast 
nor  fowl  and/herefore  receive  support  from 
the  public  JTreasury  to  insure  competition.” 

"I  find  Jreen  cut-throat  competition  every¬ 
where— ^own  by  excessive  scheduling,  lux- 
uriou^passenger  extras,  and  extravagant  pro¬ 
motional  advertising  of  all  kinds.  To  me, 
excessive  competition  purchased  with  Fed- 
erfi  funds  is  ridiculous.  »  *  *  Either  the 

idustry  must  submit  to  full  Government 
^regulation  with  less  competition  or  run  the 
risk  of  financial  failure  resulting  from  its 
own  mistakes.  At  the  same  time  a  way  must 
be  found  to  provide  adequate  air  service  to 
local  and  intermediate  cities  that  will  bene¬ 
fit  and  can  reasonably  support  air  service.” 

The  Senator  asserted  that  in  the  postwar 
crisis  there  have  been  “plenty  of  justifiable 
criticisms”  of  the  air  lines,  CAB,  and  Con¬ 
gress. 

It  is  rare,  indeed,  that  a  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  has  given  evidence  of  such  a  grasp  of 
the  problems  of  air  transportation,  and  such 
an  unwillingness  to  permit  his  judgment  to 
be  swayed  by  the  happy  but  irrelevant  thun- 
derlngs  of  the  propagandists.  If  the  entire 
committee  displays  the  qualities  of  the 
chairman  in  its  recommendations,  the  indus- 
rty  should  see  hope  of  sound  legislation  on 
Capitol  Hill. 

Robert  H.  Wood. 

[From  the  Julius  Klein  Newsletter  for 
July  1949] 

ECONOMY  KEY  TO  AIR  LINE  SOLVENCY 

(By  Brad  Dressier) 

Kansas  City,  Mo. — Air-line  mail  pay  mixed 
with  subsidy  is  sloppy  business  said  Sena¬ 
tor  Edwin  Johnson  in  his  recent  speech  be¬ 
fore  this  city's  chamber  of  commerce  on  the 
ccasion  of  Trans  World  Airlines’  twentieth 
jniversary  of  transcontinental  service.  The 
itor  from  Colorado  spared  neither  side 
in  \is  talk,  berating  air -line  management 
and  \ae  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  alike  for 
their  rWlure  to  take  steps  necessary  to  in¬ 
sure  ecoWimical  service  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  puWic.  He  pointed  out  that  in  the 
Interests  oi^ound  national  bookkeeping,  ex¬ 
penditure  of  public  funds  for  the  Postal  Serv¬ 
ice,  the  natioWl  defense,  and  commercial 
transportation  services  should  all  be  labeled 
specifically  as  such,  and  no  longer  wrapped 
up  in  one  small  package  and  called  mail  pay. 
The  legislator  sounaW  rapped  the  CAB  for 
falling  to  have  neithek  format  nor  concep¬ 
tion  of  an  economically  Sound  national  route 
structure,  saying,  "There^s  no  excuse  for 
failure  to  plan  in  an  industry  which  grows 
and  expands  only  by  permission  of  a  gov¬ 
ernment  agency.” 

The  cause  of  mass  air  transportation  re¬ 
ceived  a  well-earned  boost  from  tne  Senator, 
who  termed  air-coach  service  “a  spectacular 
development,”  and  quoted  statistics  proving 
that  Pan  American  World  Airways  had  util¬ 
ized  the  principle  to  a  high  degree  or  effl- 
ciency  on  its  Puerto  Rico  route.  In  the  Arst 
quarter  of  1948,  Pan  American  had  4,360  first- 


11046  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  August  5 


Vlass  passengers  on  Its  New  York-San  Juan 
*un.  With  the  inaguratlon  of  air-coach  serv¬ 
ice,  7,399  first  class  and  10,984  coach  pas¬ 
sengers  were  handled  in  the  first  quarter  of 
1949.  Johnson  pointed  out  that  there  was 
litfte  diversion  of  first-class  traffic  to  coach 
service.  He  declared  that  an  entirely  new 
market  of  mass  air  transportation  had  been 
opened  up  and  exploited  by  air  established 
operator  for  the  first  time.  Johnson  re¬ 
proved',  air-line  management  for  not  taking 
steps  to  affect  a  certain  degree  of  consolida¬ 
tion  of  equipment  and  services.  He  said  that 
although  he  does  not  believe  in  complete  con-  ) 
solidatioh,  elimination  of  duplacate  offices 
in  many  cities,  individual  air-line  communi¬ 
cation,  and  ground-crew  systems  would  be 
a  stride  forward. 

The  impartial  chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  and  Interstate  Commerce 
remarked  that  some  air-line  officials  have  \ 
taken  the  position  there  is  nothing  wrong 
with  the  industry  that  bigger  and  better  mail 
payments  would  not  cure,  and  that  these 
officials  accused  the  Government  of  acting 
in  bad  faith  by  holding  their  mail  payments 
to  a  minimum.  However,  he  continued, 
many  air-line  presidents  have  urged  that 
compensatory  mail  pay  be  separated  from 
subsidy  to  create  an  incentive  to  all  air  lines 
to  get  on  a  self-supporting  basis,  and  to  re¬ 
move  the  stigma  of  subsidy  from  the  air 
lines  which  are  now  earning  every  cent  of 
their  mail  pay.  Being  neither  beast  nor 
fowl  today,  the  air  lines  receive  public  Treas¬ 
ury  support  to  insure  competition.  And  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  decried  the  excessive 
scheduling,  luxurious  extras,  and  extravagant 
promotional  advertising — significant  of  keen 
competition — all  carried  on  at  the  expense 
of  the  public.  He  remarked  he  was  impressed 
with  the  statement  of  Juan  Trippe,  president 
of  Pan  American  World  Airways,  made  be- 

I  committee  in  which  he  said : 

s  Congress  and  the  Civil  Aero- 
must  make  up  their  minds 
they  want  to  return  the  air- 
i  its  intended  status  as  a  regu-  , 
ility.  If  they  don’t,  the  rele- 
;  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act 
be  eliminated.  The  air  lines, 
businesses,  would  then  be  free 
ere  business  was  good  and  | 
:e  where  business  was  bad. 
free  to  make  high  profits  or 
s  the  case  may  be." 

$  son’s  committee  is  now  en- 
ivestigation  of  all  phases  of 
ustry.  As  head  of  this  group, 
is  obviously  retained  an  un¬ 
fit  that  bodes  well  for  the 
nds  for  what  he  feels  is  right,  , 
jlitical  parentage  and  any  re¬ 
present  status  of  the  air  line 
Suggested  by  Johnson  and  his  committee 
■  will  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  industry 
— /  and  the  public.  ; 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  in 
this  connection,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  ECA  au¬ 
thorization  act,  being  an  amendment 
presented  by  the  Senator  from  Maine: 

(b)  The  Administrator,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  shall  facilitate 
and  encourage,  through  private  and  public 
travel,  transport,  and  other  agencies,  the 
promotion  and  development  of  travel  by  cit¬ 
izens  of  the  United  States  to  and  within 
participating  countries. 

I  also  wish  to  call  attention  to  a  pas¬ 
sage  found  in  the  House  committee’s  re¬ 
port  on  the  foreign-aid  appropriation 
»  bill,  the  bill  now  before  us.  This  passage 
of  the  House  committee  report  was  not 
referred  to  in  the  Senate  committee’s  re¬ 
port  or  in  the  discussion  in  the  Senate, 
but  I  think  it  well  that  in  considering  this 
bill  we  should  have  in  mind  what  the 
House  committee  had  to  say  regarding 
the  importance  of  this  matter.  I  quote 


now  from  the  report  of  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  foreign-aid  appropriation 
bill,  at  page  3 : 

•  Another  matter  which  the  committee  de¬ 
sires  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  that  of  tourism.  The  committee  is 
not  convinced  that  sufficient  effort  is  being 
made  by  the  responsible  agencies  of  this 
Government  to  Increase  tourism  in  western 
Europe  by  providing  reasonable  and  adequate 
transportation.  There  undoubtedly  are  in 
this  country  tens  of  thousands  of  individuals 
who  are  anxious  to  visit  Europe  but  cannot 
do  so  because  of  present  high  costs  of  trans¬ 
portation.  Every  agency  of  the  Government 
should  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  this  is  a 
program  of  the  1  ited  States  and  its  people 
rather  than  a  program  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Administration.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Maritime  Commission  make 
a  study  as  to  the  feasibility  and  possibility 
of  converting  a  number  of  surplus  vessels 
into  one-class  accommodations  with  a  view 
to  providing  adequate  transportation  at  rea¬ 
sonable  cost.  It  is  also  urged  that  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  make  a  similar  study  with 
the  same  purpose  in  view  in  regard  to  air 
transportation.  If  these  arrangements  can¬ 
not  be  made  under  existing  legislation,  such 
legislation  as  may  be  necessary  should  be 
recommended  to  the  Congress  While  it  is 
true  that  at  the  present  time  adequate  living 
accommodations  are  not  available  in  many 
of  the  European  countries,  such  accommo¬ 
dations  undoubtedly  would  be  constructed 
provided  there  was  some  assurance  of  reduc¬ 
ing  cost  and  restrictions  of  travel.  This  in¬ 
crease  in  tourism  would  not  only  provide  the 
necessary  dollars  to  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries,  but  also  would  ease  the  burden  on  the 
taxpayer  in  that  a  portion  of  the  European 
dollar  shortage  would  be  supplied  by  those 
who  can  affordTrlps  to  western  Europe. 

I  wish  to  say  that  from  my  personal 
observation,  and  I  know  from  that  of 
many  Members  of  the  Senate,  in  travel 
to  Europe,  there  are  very  adequate  ac¬ 
commodations  in  most  of  those  countries, 
particularly  in  southern  Europe,  Eng¬ 
land,  and  Switzerland,  of  a  class  and 
character  that  will  be  entirely  adequate 
for  this  service.  If  only  we  could  accom¬ 
plish  the  reduction  of  the  cost  of  travel 
in  accordance  with  the  repeatedly  ex¬ 
pressed  desire  of  American  overseas  air 
companies,  there  would  be  literally  no 
limit  to  the  number  of  American  dollars 
which  might  go  to  Europe  very  naturally 
and  easily,  as  the  simplest  solution  of  the 
problem  of  the  European  dollar  shortage. 

Next  year  is  the  holy  year  in  Rome. 
There  are  millions  of  American  Catholics 
who  would  look  eagerly  to  a  pilgrimage 
of  that  character.  We  have  had  before 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  the  testimony  of  one,  who  now 
is  operating  44  chartered  trips  to  Europe, 
under  the  authorization  of  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Authority,  that  he  could 
provide  those  trips  to  Europe  at  a  charge 
of  $150  for  the  round  trip. 

I  admit  there  is  a  good  deal  of  cam¬ 
paign  oratory  in  that,  although  he  is  a 
rather  responsible  operator  and  has  been 
approved  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
for  44  charter  trips  carrying  students  this 
summer.  But  I  say  that  if  either  the 
charter  companies  or  the  regular  trans¬ 
portation  companies  could  be  permitted 
to  inaugurate  the  low-cost  transporta¬ 
tion  they  have  eagerly  sought,  so  that 
instead  of  paying  10  Cents  a  mile  for 
overseas  transportation  we  could  have 
something  like  the  5  cents  a  mile  which 
prevails  in  this  country,  next  year  when 
we  come  here  to  appropriate  money  for 


further  aid  to  Europe  there  could  be  ad¬ 
ditional  millions,  if  not  billions,  of  Amer¬ 
ican  dollars  which  had  flowed  naturally 
and  easily  into  those  countries.  The 
ECA  has  already  done  something  to  stim¬ 
ulate  this  activity,  with  the  assistance  of. 
Dr.  Wilkinson  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  who  is  in  charge  of  travel  un¬ 
der  their  direction,  and  of  our  represen¬ 
tative  of  the  ECA  in  Paris,  who  has  de¬ 
voted  himself  to  this  objective,  and  I 
hope  they  may  have  even  more  coopera¬ 
tion  from  the  authorities  of  the  Econom¬ 
ic  Cooperation  Administration  in  stimu¬ 
lating  this  travel,  and  that  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board  and  the.  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  may  recognize  this  opportunity 
to  save  the  money  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payer,  because  as  we  have  found  thus  far, 
the  only  alternative  to  equalizing  our 
exchanges  in  the  dollar  shortage  is  out  of 
the  hide  of  the  American  taxpayer,  ex¬ 
cept  to  the  extent  we  can  persuade  a  flow 
of  dollars  through  this  bill. 

In  England  2  years  ago  when  one  air 
transportation  agency  sought  to  inaugu¬ 
rate  a  $350  round-trip  to  Europe,  they 
were  told  that  if  they  undertook  to  land 
passengers  in  England  at  any  such  fig¬ 
ure  they  would  be  refused  permission  to 
land.  I  am  unable  to  understand  how 
a  country  which  is  seeking  billions  of 
dollars  could  fail  to  see,  when  such  an 
offer  is  formally  made  to  them,  that  If 
Americans  who  go  over  there,  instead  of 
paying  $600,  have  to  pay  only  $300  or 
$400,  they  would  have  $200  or  $300  more 
in  their  pockets  when  they  landed  in 
England.  Such  a  fantastic  objection  to 
the  free  transportation  of  dollars  into 
England  or  into  Europe  is  certainly  one 
to  invite  the  attention  of  our  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board  in  their  issuance  of  per¬ 
mits  for  foreign  lines  to  come  into  this 
country  at  rates  which  make  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  many  millions  of  Americans  to 
undertake  the  journeys  they  would  de¬ 
sire.  So  I  hope  very  earnestly  that  in 
the  administration  of  this  act  much  more 
attention  this  coming  year  will  be  given 
to  cooperation  along  this  line. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  to 
suspend  the  rule  in  order  that  he  may 
offer  the  amendment  he  has  indicated. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  follow¬ 
ing  Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Andqrson 

Ecton 

Jenner 

Brewster 

Ellender 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Brlcker 

Ferguson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Bridges 

Fulbright 

Johnston,  8.  C. 

Butler 

George 

Kefauver 

Byrd 

Gillette 

Kem 

Cain 

Graham 

Kerr 

Chapman 

Hayden 

Kilgore 

Connaliy 

Hendrickson 

Knowland 

Cordon 

Hill 

Langer 

Donnell 

Hoey 

Lodge 

Downey 

Holland 

Long 

Dulles 

Humphrey 

Lucas 

Eastland 

Ives 

McCarran 
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1949 


McCarthy 

Myers 

Taylor 

McClellan 

Neely 

Thomas,  Okia. 

McFarland 

O’Conor 

Thomas,  Utah 

McKellar 

O’Mahoney 

Thye 

McMahon 

Robertson 

Tydings- 

Magnuson 

Russell 

Vandenberg 

Malone 

Saltonstall 

Watkins 

Martin 

Smith,  Maine 

Wherry 

Maybank 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Wiley 

Millikin 

Sparkman 

Williams 

Morse 

Stennis 

Young 

Mundt 

Taft 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  to  suspend  the  rule.  The  yeas  and 
nays  having  been  ordered,  the  Secretary 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt], 
and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Mil¬ 
ler]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 
las],  the  Senators  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Green  and  Mr.  McGrath],  and  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray] 
are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pep¬ 
per],  and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Withers]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Pepper]  on  this  vote.  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  vote  "yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  would  vote  "nay.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green  and 
Mr.  McGrath],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Hunt],  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers]  would  vote 
"nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart],  who  is  necessarily  absent,  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate.  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Baldwin],  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Hickenlooper],  and  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Sshoeppel]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders],  and  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Gurney]  are  detained  on 
official  business.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was — yeas  38,  nays  39,  as 


follows : 

YEAS— 38 

Brewster 

Eastland 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Bricker 

Ecton 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Bridges 

Ferguson 

Kem 

Butler 

Fulbright 

Langer 

Cain 

Gillette 

Long 

Chapman 

Hendrickson 

McCarran 

Cordon 

Jenner 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

Millikin 

Watkins 

McFarland 

Mundt 

Wherry 

McKellar 

O'Mahoney 

Wiley 

Malone 

Russell 

Williams 

Martin 

Stennis 

Young 

Maybank 

Thomas,  Okla. 

NAYS— 39 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Byrd 

Ives 

O'Conor 

Connally 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Donnell 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Downey 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Dulles 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Ellender 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

George 

Lodge 

Taft 

Graham 

Lucas 

Taylor 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Thye 

Hoey 

Morse 

Tydings 

Holland 

Myers 

Vandenberg 

NOT  VOTING— 

-19 

Aiken 

Green 

Pepper 

Baldwin 

Gurney 

Reed 

Capehart 

H  ckenlooper 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Hunt 

Tobey 

Douglas 

McGrath 

Withers 

Flanders 

Miller 

Frear 

Murray 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this  vote 
the  yeas  are  38,  the  nays  39.  Two-thirds 
of  the  Senators  present  not  having  voted 
for  the  motion  to  suspend  the  rule,  the 
motion  is  rejected. 

IRREGULARITIES  IN  GOVERNMENT  AC¬ 
COUNTING— REPORT  OF  THE  GENERAL 
1  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

Mr.  \fILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
numerou\  occasions  during  recent 
months  I  iWe  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  certain  irregularities  which 
exist  in  some  <\our  Government  agencies 
and  corporation.  My  reports  to  the 
Senate  on  these  %>rporations  have  been 
based  upon  the  conclusions  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Onlce,  following  their 
auditing  of  the  accounts  as  required  by 
law.  Tk  i 

During  the  past  seveiV  years  the* 
periodical  reports  from  th^Jeneral  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  have  been  ptesentedr  to 
the  Congress,  and  for  some  un^cpl^ied 
reason  very  little  attention  Irks/been 
paid  to  their  contents.  jf 

There  has  been  submitted  to  t/eXon- 
gress  under  date  of  August  1,  K49,  Vi- 
other  report  based  upon  the  audits  of  ute 
General  Accounting  Office  yonder  the* 
Contract  Settlement  Act  of  1944.  In 
order  that  every  Member  off  the  Senate 
may  be  fully  informed  as  t p  the  contents 
of  this  report,  which  wil/be  referred  to 
the  Senate  Judiciary  Copimittee,  I  shall 
review  briefly  some  /f  the  startling 
revelations  contained /herein. 

This  report  bring/  direct  charges  of 
fraud  on  the  part  of  not  only  some  con¬ 
tractors,  but  certai/  Government  repre¬ 
sentatives,  who  hawe  conspired  together 
to  defraud  the  Federal  Government. 

I  wish  to  quot/ a  few  excerpts  from  the 
report  submitted  by  the  Comptroller 
General.  I  qirote: 

As  of  May  3 \f,  1949,  the  General  Accounting 

(Office  has  ejymined  9,195  settlements  cover¬ 
ing  paymeiHfs  to  2,815  contractors  in  the  ap¬ 
proximate  /mount  of  $1,165,000,000  for  the 
jterminati/i  of  26,484  contracts,  subcontracts 
.and/or  purchase  orders.  Careful  examina¬ 
tion  of /he  evidence  disclosed  in  such  exam- 
•  inatio/  has  convinced  me  that — excluding 
:  indicated  overpayments  in  such  settlements 
due  to  such  things  as  error  or  carelessness — 
at /ast  472  of  the  settlements  *  *  *  in- 

I  vojving  improper  payments  in  excess  of 
$6,280,000,  were  induced  by  fraud. 


Continuing: 

The  detection  of  termination  settlements, 
leemed  to  have  been  induced  by  fraud  and' 
he  certification  thereof  to  the  DepartmeA 
)f  Justice  has  not  resulted  in  the  automatic 
ecovery  of  the  amount  unlawfully  obtai/ed. 
To  the  contrary,  of  the  more  than  $6,2^,000 
>f  fraudulent  payments  reported,  appa^ntly 
)nly  $107,882.02  thus  far  has  been  recovered 
ind  it  is  unlikely  that  any  substantially  ap¬ 
proximate  amount  will  ever  be  recdfered. 

Turning  to  page  5,  I  And  t/is  state- 
nent:  / 

No  case  has  been  called  to  my  attention  in 
vhich  the  settlement  resulte/in  an  under¬ 
payment  to  the  contractor.  m\  other  words, 
ill  errors  or  inaccuracies  i«re  in  the  con¬ 
tactor's  favor — not  the  o/’ernment’s. 

On  page  6  of  the  reprft  I  find  this  quo- 
;ation :  i 

Careful  analysis  of  tge  facts  disclosed  thus 
:ar  has  convinced  that  improper  or  ex¬ 

cessive  payments  in  jfie  aggregate  amount  of 
pver  $2,340,000  were ifnade  by  the  Government 
In  connection  with*  388  settlements — not  in¬ 
volving  fraud — representing  one  out  of  every 
24  settlements  examined.  Also,  analysis  is 
pelng  made  of  179  additional  settlements 
is  to  which  /eld  auditors  of  the  General 
Accounting  Bffice  have  reported  overpay¬ 
ments  totaling  in  excess  of  $2,200,000  more. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  appendix  that 
was  attached  to  the  report  the  General 
Accounting  Office  submitted  a  report  of 
severa/  specific  cases  which  they  de¬ 
scribe  in  detail,  and  I  quote  one  case, 
froiy  page  8  of  the  statement,  as  follows: 

]/iked  with  the  apparent  concerted  plan 
or/:ollusion  for  the  personal  benefit  of  the 
j/rties  involved,  the  investigation  disclosed 
Jm  apparent  scheme  whereby  20  percent  of 
pthe  contract  prices  was  to  be  "kicked-back” 
to  certain  Government  representatives 
either  directly,  through  their  relatives,  or 
through  “dummy”  corporations  owned  by, 
and  veiling  the  identities  and  activities  of, 
these  Government  employees.  It  safely  may 
be  assumed  that  the  contract  prices  charged 
to  and  paid  by  the  Government  were  inflated 
in  an  amount  sufficient  to  compensate  the 
contractors  for  this  added  expense. 

I  continue  to  read: 

At  least  eight  contractors,  with  deliberate 
intent  to  defraud  the  Government,  did 
knowingly  and  willfully  falsify  and  conceal 
material  facts  in  connection  with  their  re¬ 
spective  termination  claims  for  the  purpose 
cfe  inducing  the  termination  settlements 
c^ummated  on  the  basis  thereof  and  of 
obtaining  for  themselves  or  others — includ¬ 
ing  ptesent  or  former  Government  person¬ 
nel — eStessive  payments.  Included  in  such 
terminaflfcin  claims,  among  other  improper 
charges,  were  the  amounts  paid  to  certain 
Go vernmenV  personnel  for  their  services  in 
assisting  thaycontractor  in  obtaining  the 
award  of  suclXontracts. 

I  continue:  \ 

It  is  worthy  ofXote  that  in  many  cases 
the  settlements  werW  approved  on  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  theyame  individuals  who 
had  participated  in  th<^jfore-mentioned  ir¬ 
regularities  relating  to  tne  initial  awards  of 
the  contracts.  Aside  fronXhe  extensive  but 
indeterminable  losses  to  thetoovernment  by 
reason  of  indicated  fraud,  ys  mentioned 
above,  in  the  award  and  in  th^cerformance 
of  the  contracts  involved,  th\  aggregate 
amount  deemed  fraudulently  o teamed  in 
the  settlements  effected  upon  termination 
of  such  contracts  is  in  the  sum  of,  at  least, 
$274,273.36.  X 

This  case  was  certified  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  on  May  12,  1948,  casfc 
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No.  B-74540.  It  appears  that  up  to  date/ 
no  action  has  been  taken  by  the  Depart/ 
ment  of  Justice  to  prosecute  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  employees,  and,  the  report  /m- 
dica\es  that  some  of  them  are  stifi  on 
the  Government  pay  roll.  / 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  report: 

In  one  instance,  for  example,  It  appears 
that  anYArmy  officer  divulged  to  oi>4  of  the 
bidders  ft r  Government  business  the  prices 
quoted  by  other  firms  as  a  result1'  of  which 
the  bidder  was  successful  in  obtaining  a 
Government  contract  for  $40,375.  The  sub¬ 
ject  contract  was  canceled  and  there  was 
paid  in  the  settlement  on  a  claimed  percent¬ 
age  of  completion  basis,  the  span  of  $34,348.75, 
notwithstanding  that  examination  dis¬ 
closed  that  the  pontractor’s  actual  costs  were 
only  $7,053.13.  It  is  not  surprising  to  find,  as 
an  aftermath,  that  this  officer  subsequently 
became  an  employee  of  the  contractor  and 
is  shown  by  the  contractor's  pay  roll  records 
to  have  been  paid  $7,600  for  services.  Sev¬ 
eral  other  cases  were  disclosed  indicating  a 
"feathering  of  nests4'  by  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  who  subsequently 
were  employed  by  the  Contractors.  *  *  * 

In  yet  another  case,  two  former  Army  of¬ 
ficers,  while  on  active  duty  charged  with 
carrying  on  the  technical  manual  program 
on  behalf  of  the  Government,  received  shares 
of  corporate  stock  valued  at  $2,000  in  return 
for  purported  part-time  services  to  a  firm 
which  shortly  thereafter  received  Govern¬ 
ment  contracts  at  prices  totaling  in  excess 
of  $100,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  continue  reading  this  report. 
The  entire  report  is  loaded  with  similar 
cases,  and  I  know  it  is  being  referred  to 
the  Senate  Committees  on  the  Judiciary 
and  Expenditures  in  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments.  I  think  the  Senate  should  make 
sure  that  they  follow  through  ana  ask 
the  Department  of  Justice  what  actiorp 
they  have  taken  in  regard  to  these  cases, 
and  if  proper  action  has  not  been  taken, 
we  should  find  out  why. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment,  which  I  was  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
offer,  which  provides  for  a  $150,000,000 
loan  for  ECA. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  5,  line  3, 
after  the  date  “1950”,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following:  “Provided  further, 
That  the  Administrator  is  authorized  to 
issue  notes  from  time  to  time  during  the 
fiscal  year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  in  an  amount  not 
exceeding  in  the  aggregate  $150,000,000, 
for  the  purpose  of  allocating  funds  during 
such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  Washington  for  assistance  on 
credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said 
act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2) 
of  section  111  (c)  of  said  act  shall,  to  the 
extent  applicable,  be  applicable  to  the 
notes  authorized  to  be  issued  in  this  pro¬ 
viso  and  to  all  functions  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 
the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 
in  extending  the  assistance  provided  for 
herein.” 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  is  based  upon  the  theory 


that  the  countries  receiving  ECA  aid 
gradually  will  become  stronger,  and,  as 
they  become  stronger  there  is  no  reason 
why  some  of  the  money  which  is  now  be- 
i  ing  given  in  grants  should  not  be  granted 
in  the  form  of  loans  to  attain  some  of 
the  same  results.  The  amendment  was 
■  carefully  considered  by  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  it  meets  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  ECA  Administration,  and  I 
do  not  think  th&re  can  be  any  opposition 
j  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tyd- 
|  ings  in  the  chair).  The  question  is  on 
[  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
,  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  LMr. 
Bridges!. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
call  up  the  amendment  on  the  use  of 
counterpart  funds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  5,  after  line 
12,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such 
amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous,  pub¬ 
licity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other 
available  media,  so  as  to  inform  the  peoples 
of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and 
character,  furnished  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  :  Provided,  That  quarterly  reports  fo 
the  fiscal  year  1950  shall  be  made  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Administrator  of  the  program 
undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator,  within  his  discretion,  to  utilize 
such  amounts  as  he  sees  fit  for  the  use 
of  favorable  publicity  to  promote  good 
will  through  existing  agencies  of  pub¬ 
licity  in  the  various  countries  receiving 
aid  from  ECA. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  amendment  deal  with  publicity  put 
out  in  European  countries? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Yes;  it  does.  It  is 
offered  with  the  thought  in  mind  that 
certain  of  the  counterpart  funds  which 
come  to  us  should  in  our  discretion  be 
used  to  inform  the  peoples  in  the  par¬ 
ticular  areas  as  to  what  the  United 
States  is  doing  in  the  way  of  ECA  coop¬ 
eration.  In  my  judgment  it  is  a  sound 
amendment  and  will  result  only  in  good 
both  for  our  country  and  the  participat¬ 
ing  countries. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  amendment  also  provide  funds  with 
which  ECA  publicizes  to  the  people  of  the 
ECA  countries  what  is  happening  in 
America? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  It  may  or  may  not.  I 
cannot  answer  that  question.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment,  as  we  worked  it 
out,  was  to  inform  the  people  of  the  coop¬ 
erating  countries  of  the  program  of  ECA, 
and  the  fact  that  our  substance,  our 
wealth,  is  being  given  to  them  to  pro¬ 
mote  their  own  recovery.  The  thought 
we  had  in  mind  was  that  the  present 
coverage  of  publicity  is  insufficient. 
Therefore  the  amendment,  we  believe, 
would  result  in  giving  better  and  more 
effective  publicity  and  in  creating  good 
will  toward  America,  securing  by  way  of 
return  something  in  the  form  of  good 


will  for  what  we  are  doing  with  Ameri¬ 
can  dollars  and  American  substance. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
know  about  an  ECA  pamphlet  put  out  in 
France,  for  example,  entitled  “L’Aide 
Americaine  a  la  France”? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  No;  I  am  not  familiar 
with  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
know  how  much  it  costs  to  publish  that 
pamphlet? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  No;  I  have  no  idea  as 
to  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
pamphlet  was  handed  to  me  day  before 
yesterday.  That  was  the  first  time  I  had 
ever  seen  a  copy  of  it.  On  the  back  of  the 
pamphlet  is  language  which  shows  that 
the  money  for  publishing  it  is  provided 
from  ECA  funds.  I  do  not  read  French, 
so  I  cannot  properly  interpret  everything 
contained  in  the  pamphlet.  But  I  have 
had  a  translation  of  the  complete  pam¬ 
phlet  given  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tyd- 
ings  in  the  chair).  Is  it  accurate?  the 
Chair  would  inquire. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Pardon  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
translation  accurate?  the  Chair  would 
inquire. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  I  cannot  say. 
I  am  unable  to  compare  the  language  of 
the  pamphlet  with  that  of  the  transla¬ 
tion.  If  the  translation  is  a  true  one, 
the  pamphlet  attempts  to  publicize  to 
the  people  of  France  that  our  ideology 
is  as  liberal  as  the  ideology  now  in  vogue 
in  France.  It  indicates  that  our  form 
of  government  is  half  socialistic  and  half 
a  representative  form  of  government.  It 
seems  to  me  the  effort  is  made  in  the 
pamphlet  to  tell  the  people  of  France 
that  America  holds  the  same  beliefs  with 
respect  to  government  as  those  held  by 
the  people  of  France.  The  pamphlet  in 
describing  our  form  of  government  to¬ 
tally  ignores  that  ours  is  a  representa¬ 
tive  government,  that  we  have  in  effect 
democratic  processes.  The  pamphlet 
states  that  the  American  people  have  the 
same  ideology  as  the  people  of  France. 

I  am  not  going  to  make  a  speech  on 
the  subject  of  the  pamphlet.  I  am  not 
going  to  contest  the  amendment.  I  have 
listened  to  testimony  by  Mr.  Hoffman 
and  others  respecting  ECA,  covering 
more  than  a  thousand  pages  of  hearing^. 
I  respectfully  submit,  however,  that  if 
ECA  dollars  are  translated  into  French 
francs  and  used  for  such  a  purpose  as 
publishing  this  pamphlet,  it  Is  being  done 
in  direct  contradiction  to  the  purposes  of 
the  ECA  Act. 

The  act  authorizes  the  use  of  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers’  money  to  do  what?  To 
stop  the  expansion  of  communism,  to 
stop  the  expansion  of  totalitarianism.  If 
the  pamphlet  endeavors  to  show  that 
we  do  not  wholly  countenance  the  use 
of  our  money  for  such  purpose,  that  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be  brought  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Administrator,  Mr.  Hoffman. 
The  act  provides  that  if  any  ECA  coun¬ 
try  does  not  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  ECA  aid  shall  be  withheld. 

Mr.  President,  the  translation  is  eight 
pages  long.  I  have  not  asked  to  have  an 
estimate  of  cost  of  publishing  made,  but 
I  shall  ask  that  it  may  be  printed  in  the 
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Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  permission  will  be - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  just  a 
moment  before  the  Chair  rules  on  the 
request.  I  do  not  know  anything  about 
the  pamphlet. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  wish  to  see  it? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No,  I  do  not;  because 
I  do  not  know  any  more  French  than 
does  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  The 
Senator  has  taken  someone’s  transla¬ 
tion,  and  on  the  basis  of  that  trans¬ 
lation  has  made  a  speech  raising  serious 
question  over  what  ECA  does  in  Europe. 
I  think  it  is  a  little  bit  dangerous  to  con¬ 
sent  to  the  request  unless  we  know  ex¬ 
actly  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  what 
the  pamphlet  contains  is  dangerous,  I 
believe.  If  the  pamphlet  contains  the 
material  which  the  translation  shows  it 
to  contain,  certainly  our  Administrator 
is  not  keeping  to  the  purposes  of  the 
ECA  Act.  The  pamphlet  contains  the 
ECA  label.  If  it  is  put  out  by  the  ECA 
or  some  division  of  the  ECA,  that  ought 
to  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate.  That  is  all  I  am  talking  about. 
I  am  not  quarreling  over  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  interested  in  whether 
so  much  money  should  be  earmarked 
for  this  or  that  purpose,  or  so  much 
money  taken  from  the  general  fund. 
I  believe,  however,  the  pamphlet  itself 
should  be  brotight  to  the  attention  of 
every  Senator.  I  do  not  propose  to  take 
time  to  read  it.  There  are  some  state¬ 
ments  in  it  to  which  my  friend  from 
Illinois  might  take  exception. 

The  pamphlet  is  made  available  to 
the  people  of  France  and  sets  forth 
what  our  ideology  is  supposed  to  be. 
As  I  said,  this  is  the  first  copy  of  the 
pamphlet  I  have  seen.  It  seems  as 
though  American  ingenuity  was  used 
in  putting  it  out.  It  is  all  right  to 
issue  such  a  publication  if  it  does  a 
good  job;  but  what  is  done  should  be 
in  keeping  with  the  fundamental  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act  itself.  So  I  again  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  translation 
may  be  published  in  the  Record,  at  this 
point. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  dislike 
to  object  to  a  request  of  this  kind  un- 
Iccc 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  Chair  respectfully 
represents  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
that  he  can  have  the  pamphlet  referred 
to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  or  to  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  where  it  will  receive  appropriate 
consideration. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  objection  is  an 
unusual  one.  I  have  been  a  Member  of 
the  Senate  for  7  years.  As  I  have  said, 
I  am  not  quarreling  with  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  submitting  the  docu¬ 
ment  on  the  spur  of  the  moment  for  the 
purpose  of  blocking  the  amendment.  I 
am  simply  calling  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  a  pamphlet  which  was  put 
out  by  ECA  which  certainly  does  not 
represent  to  the  people  of  France  the 
kind  of  ideology  to  which  we  of  Amer¬ 


ica  hold.  I  certainly  have  the  right  as 
a  Senator  to  ask  that  the  translation  be 
printed  in  the  Record  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks.  I  would  be  willing  to  Insert 
it  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  if  the 
Senator  would  not  object,  so  it  can  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate, 
and  so  that  the  Administrator  can  see 
what  it  is.  I  hope  the  Adminitsrator 
will  take  cognizance  of  what  is  contained 
in  the  pamphlet,  because  it  is  in  direct 
contradiction  to  the  purposes  of  the  act 
itself. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Can  the  Senator  advise 
the  Senate  who  made  the  translation? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  translation  came 
to  me  with  a  copy  of  the  pamphlet  from 
a  man  in  whom  I  have  the  utmost  con¬ 
fidence. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Who  is  he? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  going  to 
give  his  name.  I  do  not  have  to  give 
his  name,  but  I  have  the  utmost  con¬ 
fidence  in  him. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  not  going  to  ask 
for  his  name. 

We  have  listened  to  the  eloquent 
speech  made  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  against  this  pamphlet;  he  does 
not  know  whether  this  is  a  correct  and 
true  translation  or  not;  yet  he  says  he 
has  faith  in  the  individual  who  gave  it 
to  him.  I  presume  the  individual  who 
gave  it  to  him  probably  had  it  translated- 
by  someone  else.  That  is  not  a  violent 
presumption. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  can  read  the  trans¬ 
lation;  and  if  the  Senator  is  going  to 
insist  that  I  cannot  have  it  placed  in 
the  Record,  I  shall  read  it  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  asks  unanimous 
consent  that  the  document  to  which  he 
has  referred  be  printed  in  the  Appendix 
of 'the  Record.  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
going  to  object.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  can  read  it  into  the  Record, 
and  I  know  that  the  Senator  would  do 
that - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Now,  Mr.  President, 
let  us  not  have  trouble  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  has  not  been  heard.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  this  is  a  rather 
serious  situation.  I  submit  to  my  friend 
from  Nebraska  that  it  is  a  serious  mat¬ 
ter.  I  do  not  know  what  is  in  the  pam¬ 
phlet.  Neither  does  he.  He  does  not 
know  any  more  about  French  than  does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois;  and  yet  he  is 
willing  to  place  this  translation  in  the 
Record,  regardless  of  how  it  may  affect 
the  ECA  program. 

Mr.  President,  even  if  I  were  utterly 
opposed  to  the  ECA  program,  in  all  fair- 
.ness  to  it  I  would  want  to  know  definitely 
whether  this  translation  is  an  authentic 
translation,  or  whether  it  is  a  political 
translation  to  the  detriment  of  the  ECA 
program.  I  know  of  individuals — and 
this  is  no  reflection  upon  any  Senator — 


who  would  be  glad  to  translate  a  pam¬ 
phlet  of  this  kind  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
discrediting  the  ECA  by  getting  it  into 
the  Congressional  Record  at  this  time. 
That  is  why  I  say  that  it  is  a  dangerous 
precedent  to  follow.  I  know  that  my 
friend  from  Nebraska  would  read  it,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  or  not  it  is  authentic. 
He  is  going  to  read  it  anyway,  so  I  am 
not  going  to  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  hears  no  objection,  and  the  mat¬ 
ter  will  be  printed  in  the  Appendix  of 
the  Record. 

[The  translation  appears  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  thapk 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  for 
withholding  his  objection.  I  do  not  care 
to  reply  to  his  remarks  except  to  say 
that  I  have  absolute  confidence  in  the 
one  who  handed  me  this  translation.  I 
want  the  title  of  the  pamphlet  to  go  into 
the  Record.  It  is  translated  into  Eng¬ 
lish.  The  title  of  the  pamphlet  is  “The 
Discovery  of  Progressive  America,”  and 
it  is  written  by  Henri  Pierre.  The  trans¬ 
lation  is  going  into  the  Record.  I  will 
take  the  full  responsibility  for  it.  I  wish 
to  do  nothing  more  than  call  attention 
to  it.  If  there  is  one  word  which  is  not 
translated  as  it  should  be,  I  will  take  the 
full  responsibility  for  it. 

Let  me  say  to  Senators  that  this  is  a 
translation  of  an  article  which  purports 
to  deal  with  the  discovery  of  a  progres¬ 
sive  America.  I  believe  that  this  article, 
which  is  being  circulated  by  the  ECA  in 
France,  will  astound  Senators.  I  think 
it  is  time  to  place  it  in  the  Record. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  I  have  found 
something  unusual  in  the  ECA  program. 
I  think  I  am  open  to  conviction.  I  found 
some  figures  which  even  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  said  were  fantastic.  He  said  he 
did  not  even  know  of  their  existence.-  He 
said  that  they  were  deliberate  misrepre¬ 
sentations,  but  they  were  in  his  justifi¬ 
cation. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  whether  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  cover  such  a  situation  as 
I  am  about  to  mention.  I  am  in  favor  of 
using  counterpart  funds  to  help  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  France  understand  the  ideology  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  I  am  for 
a  free  country.  I  am  for  the  free-enter¬ 
prise  system,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing 
that  money  be  spent  for  the  purpose  I 
have  indicated;  but  if  it  Is  to  be  spent 
for  the  purpose  of  creating  the  impres¬ 
sion  among  the  citizens  of  France  that 
what  we  have  here  is  a  progressive  citi¬ 
zenship,  so  progressive  that  it  is  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  totalitarianism,  I  think  the 
money  should  not  be  spent  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Once  again,  I  say  that  I  place  this 
article  in  the  Record  only  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  which  I  have  stated.  I  hope  that 
those  in  authority  will  read  it.  I  hope 
they  will  read  copies  of  similar  docu¬ 
ments  before  they  are  issued,  and  I  hope 
that  what  they  will  do  will  be  helpful  to 
the  United  States,  and  will  not  hinder  us 
not  only  in  saving  France  and  other 
countries,  but  in  establishing  peace 
through  out  the  world. 
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Mr.  DOWNEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  DOWNEY.  I  wish  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader  a  question. 
Did  I  correctly  understand  him  to  say 
that  he  intended  to  read  the  article  it¬ 
self,  rather  than  the  translation?  If  I 
correctly  understood  him,  I  should  be 
delighted  to  stay  here  and  listen  to  him 
read  the  article. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
rules  of  the  Senate  require,  that  all 
debate  be  carried  on  in  English. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
that  the  point  raised  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  a  valid  one. 
I  should  like  to  point  out  to  him  that  the 
last  sentence  of  this  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  quarterly  reports  for  the 
fiscal  year  1950  shall  be  made  to  the  Congress 
by  the  Administrator  of  the  program  under¬ 
taken  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
another  amendment,  which  I  send  to  Ehe 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4,  line  23, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  colon,  in¬ 
sert  a  comma,  and  the  following:  “of 
which  not  more  than  $25,000  shall  be 
available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  act 
of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47).” 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  give  a  brief  explanation  of 
this  amendment.  This  is  the  so-called 
dismantling  amendment. 

PRESENT  SITUATION  OF  DISMANTLING  OF  GERMAN 
PLANTS 

Today,  4  years  after  VE-day,  the  dis¬ 
mantling  of  German  factories  is  still  go¬ 
ing  forward  and  the  tearing  down  of  some 
of  the  biggest  and  best,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  European  production,  is  just 
being  started. 

TOTAL  OF  914  PLANTS  TO  BE  DISMANTLED 

On  the  basis  of  decisions  made  before 
the  Marshall  plan,  it  was  determined  that 
a  total  of  914  plants  in  the  three  west¬ 
ern  zones  of  Germany  should  be  dis¬ 
mantled  and  made  available  for  repara¬ 
tions.  Plants  were  included  in  this  list 
for  each  of  three  basic  reasons: 

First  were  war  plants,  that  is  plants 
for  the  production  of  guns  and  ammuni¬ 
tion.  The  strictly  military  equipment  in 
these  plants  was  destroyed  and  the  gen¬ 
eral-purpose  machinery  was  made  avail¬ 
able  for  reparations.  There  were  about 
325  plants  in  this  category. 

Second,  there  were  a  small  group  of 
plants  in  so-called  prohibited  and  re¬ 
stricted  industries  such  as  aluminum,  ball 
bearings,  synthetic  rubber,  magneisum, 
where  the  production  in  Germany  was 
to  be  held  down  or  eliminated  to  prevent 
Germany  from  making  war  effectively. 


Third,  and  of  most  concern  to  the  Eu¬ 
ropean  recovery  program,  was  the  largest 
group  of  plants,  which  were  put  on  the 
list  because  they  were  regarded  as  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  capacity  required  to  maintain 
in  Germany  a  level  of  industry  agreed 
upon  finally  in  August  1947,  before  the 
ECA  program  began.  These  are  ordi¬ 
nary  factories  making  pipe,  machinery, 
steel  sheets,  fertilizer,  and  railway  equip¬ 
ment. 

Section  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration  Act  provides  that — 

The  Administrator  will  request  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  to  obtain  the  agreement  of 
those  countries  concerned  that  such  capital 
equipment  as  is  scheduled  for  removal  as 
reparations  from  the  three  western  zones  of 
Germany  be  retained  in  Germany  if  such  re¬ 
tention  will  most  effectively  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  tbe  European  recovery  program. 

After  a  year  of  surveys  of  the  situa¬ 
tion,  while  dismantling  was  continually 
going  on,  the  Administrator  finally  ob¬ 
tained  an  agreement  with  the  British  and 
French  that  159  of  the  German  plants 
on  the  list  should  be  retained  in  Ger¬ 
many.  This  means  that  of  the  total  of 
914  plants  755  will  be  or  have  been  dis¬ 
mantled. 

USE  OF  DISMANTLED  PLANTS 

The  reparations  procedure  does  not 
involve,  first,  a  survey  by  a  liberated 
country  of  German  plants  to  determine 
what  plants  or  machinery  the  country 
can  really  use  effectively,  then  a  claim  for 
such  German  equipment,  and  finally  an 
order  to  tear  down  the  plant  in  question. 

Plants  are  ordinarily  dismantled  be¬ 
fore  anyone  knows  where  they  are  to  go 
or  what  use  will  be  made  of  them.  Of 
the  total  of  755  plants  scheduled  for  dis¬ 
mantling,  only  390  have  been  allocated 
to  the  countries  which  are  to  receive 
them.  In  other  words,  a  great  many  of 
these  plants  have  not  been  allocated  to 
any  other  country.  The  remainder  are 
to  be  torn  down,  regardless  of  when  or 
where  they  may  be  reerected. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  things  which 
impressed  me  very  much  a  year  ago  when 
I  was  in  Germany  was  the  great  scarcity 
in  Germany  at  that  time,  and  elsewhere 
in  Europe,  of  soap.  The  monthly  ration 
of  soap  for  each  person  was  a  small  bar 
about  the  size  of  the  small  bar  of  soap 
one  gets  in  an  American  hotel.  It  was  a 
very  light  bar  of  soap,  containing  many 
air  bubbles.  That  was  the  monthly  ra¬ 
tion  of  soap  for  each  person.  Soap  was 
a  very  scarce  article.  One  of  the  hardest 
things  to  do  at  that  time  in  Europe  was 
to  keep  clean.  Yet,  after  learning  of  that 
situation,  I  went  into  soap  factories  in 
Germany  which  were  being  destroyed. 
Certainly  a  soap  factory  can  constitute 
no  great  threat;  and  certainly  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  Germany  to  the 
point  that  she  will  be  self-sustaining,  so 
that  the  burden  of  sustaining  her  will  be 
taken  off  the  backs  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple,  it  is  not  necessary  to  destroy  soap 
factories.  After  all,  people  must  be  able 
to  keep  themselves  clean. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  tried  out  that 
bar  of  soap;  and  we  found  that  after  we 
had  used  it  to  wash  our  hands — and  wash 
them  very  poorly,  by  the  way — four 
times,  the  bar  of  soap  was  entirely  used 
up. 


During  the  4  years  since  the  war,  and 
particularly  since  the  Marshall  plan, 
the  interest  of  European  countries  in 
obtaining  second-hand  machinery  has 
greatly  diminished,  and  it  is  questionable 
whether  many  of  these  plants  will  ever  be 
reerected.  There  is  great  interest,  how¬ 
ever,  in  seeing  that  German  competition 
is  eliminated  by  the  removal  of  compet¬ 
ing  factories. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Albania,  Yugo¬ 
slavia  and  Czechoslovakia  are  regarded 
as  liberated  countries',  and  that  they 
share  in  German  reparations,  although 
the  policy,  as  reported,  is  to  eliminate 
strategic  equipment  from  such  deliveries. 

When  we  were  in  Europe  a  year  ago 
with  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
shipments  were  still  being  made  to  Rus¬ 
sia  and  to  various  countries  behind  the 
iron  curtain.  I  am  informed  that  those 
shipments  have  been  stopped  now.  But 
at  that  time,  nearly  3  years  after  the  end 
of  the  war,  those  shipments  were  being 
made.  To  my  mind,  that  procedure  was 
either  stupid  or  almost  treasonable. 

However,  if  inquiry  was  made  at  that 
time  of  our  military  authorities  in  Ger¬ 
many  or  elsewhere,  the  only  answer  they 
could  give  was  that  they  had  their  orders, 
and  that  the  orders  came  from  Washing¬ 
ton,  from  the  War  Department.  If  one 
inquired  at  the  War  Department,  the 
reply  was  that  the  orders  came  from  the 
State  Department.  It  never  has  been 
determined  who  gave  the  orders  to  carry 
on  that  stupid  dismantling  program  in 
Germany. 

Here  we  are  giving  the  German  people 
billions  of  dollars  in  an  attempt  to  make 
them  self-sustaining,  and  yet  through 
the  dismantling  policy  we  are  preventing 
them  from  becoming  self-sustaining. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  the  Senator  will  de¬ 
fer  on  this  amendment  until  he  can  con¬ 
fer  with  the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  per¬ 
haps  that  would  be  well.  Are  the  Sena¬ 
tors  in  accord  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Yes,  we  are;  I  have 
conferred  with  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

Mr.  President,  the  ECA  Administrator 
appointed  what  is  known  as  the  Hum¬ 
phrey  Committee,  which  made  a  survey 
and  then  reported  to  Mr.  Hoffman  in  re¬ 
gard  to  dismantling.  Since  the  Hum¬ 
phrey  Committee  made  its  report  on  dis¬ 
mantling,  there  has  been  a  final  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  which  German  industries  are 
to  be  prohibited  or  limited  in  capacity 
for  military  security.  This  has  led  to 
further  questionable  tearing  down  of 
plants.  For  example,  the  so-called 
Fischer-Tropsch  plants,  which  make 
soap  fats  and  various  chemicals  from 
coal,  together  with  a  limited  percentage 
of  gasoline,  are  being  torn  down.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  parts  of  these  plants  that 
are  general-purpose  refineries  are  being 
torn  down,  as  well  as  the  segments  of  the 
plants  which  processes  the  coal,  at  a 
time  when  additional  oil-refining  capac¬ 
ity  is  being  built  in  Germany. 

It  is  not  too  late  to  do  something. 
Some  of  the  most  important  plants  are 
still  untouched.  In  many  of  the  others 
the  machinery  is  still  in  the  plants,  al- 
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though  dismantling  is  under  way.  Of 
the  plants  not  yet  dismantled,  most  are 
not  yet  scheduled  for  delivery  to  any 
country,  so  there  would  be  no  upset  to 
any  nation’s  recovery  effort  if  the  ma¬ 
chinery  were  kept  in  Germany. 

Our  commitments  to  deliver  repara¬ 
tions  date  from  a  period  prior  to  the 
Marshall  plan,  and  all  the  participating 
countries  derive  much  greater  benefit 
from  American  aid  than  from  repara¬ 
tions. 

The  point  I  wish  to  make  about  this 
amendment  is  very  simple.  It  is  not 
legislation;  it  merely  provides  a  small 
sum  of  money  to  enable  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  go  forward  under  the  original 
authorization  of  the  law.  It  is  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  it  would  be  my  intention,  and 
certainly  would  be  the  intention  of 
others,  that  once  again  this  problem 
would  be  reviewed.  It  certainly  would 
be  my  hope,  desire,  and  expectation  that 
the  Administrator  would  immediately  re¬ 
view  this  whole  situation  and  determine 
whether  at  this  particular  time  some  of 
the  plants  which  are  scheduled  for  dis¬ 
mantling  or  are  in  the  process  of  dis¬ 
mantling,  particularly  those  which  have 
not  yet  been  allocated  to  some  other 
country,  might  be  salvaged.  Such  a  step 
will,  in  the  end,  help  to  take  Germany 
and  the  German  people  off  our  backs 
and  help  them  become  self-sustaining. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  an 
article  by  Dorothy  Thompson,  published 
in  the  Washington  Evening  Star  6f 
August  2. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Congress  Urged  To  Hold  Up  ECA  Funds 

Until  Reich  Dismantling  Is  Reviewed 
(By  Dorothy  Thompson) 

There  is  a  movement  in  the  Appropriations 
Committees  of  Congress  to  hold  up  the  ECA 
bill  until  the  administration  reviews  its 
policy  on  the  dismantling  of  German  in¬ 
dustry.  . 

The  administration  opposes  this,  arguing 
that  it  interferes  with  commitments  to  Brit¬ 
ish  and  French.  In  addition,  it  spread 
around  the  gossip  that  the  review  of  dis¬ 
mantling  was  planted  in  the  bill  by  Nazi 
cartelists. 

Among  the  Nazi  cartelists  opposed  to  con¬ 
tinued  dismantling  are:  The  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor,  the  Congress  of  Industrial 
Organizations,  the  United  Mine  Workers,  the 
National  Association  of  Manufacturers,  the 
National  Grange,  the  United  States  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce,  the  Christian  Century  and 
the  World  Council  of  Churches  (Protestant), 
and  the  Commonweal  (Catholic). 

The  argument  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  is  that  we  are  pouring  American 
money  into  Germany  to  supply  things  which 
Germans  can  manufacture  themselves.  The 
administration  may  make  all  the  commit¬ 
ments  it  pleases,  but  it  is  Congress  which 
decides  whether  to  pay  the  bills  for  such 
commitments. 

NOTHING  TO  DO  WITH  CARTELS 

The  dismantling  issue  has  nothing  to  do 
with  cartels.  Dissolving  a  cartel  is  not  the 
same  as  wrecking  a  plant. 

Behind  the  dismantling  of  German  in¬ 
dustry  are  British  industrial  interests  who 
fear  German  competition.  They  fear  it  be¬ 
cause  of  the  low  efficiency  of  British  pro¬ 
ducers,  the  readiness  of  German  managers 
and  workers  to  run  appalling  risks,  and  the 


recognition  by  German  Socialists — in  con¬ 
trast  to  British — that  it  is  pure  illusion  that 
a  country  in  the  British  or  German  situation 
can  find  salvation  through  shorter  hours  and 
less  intensive  labor. 

These  facts  and  fears  are  not  secret;  they 
are  aired  repeatedly  in  the  British  press. 
Even  British  interests  that  oppose  dis¬ 
mantling  for  political  reasons  are  against 
any  substantial  revival  of  German  industry 
unless  under  a  cartel-like  agreement  with 
Britain  to  control  the  international  market. 

BOARD  OF  TRADE  PRESSURE 

In  the  discussion  of  British  policy  which 
led  to  the  formation  of  policy,  it  was  the 
Ministry  of  Supply  and  the  supply  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  board  of  trade  which  pres¬ 
sured  the  British  Foreign  Office,  which  at  one 
stage  was  reasonable,  seeing  the  political 
dangers  in  such  a  policy  of  resumed  wreck¬ 
ing.  There  are  high  British  officials — and 
those  who  know  most  about  Germany — who 
have  considered  resigning  unless  Foreign 
Minister  Bevln  halts  this  policy.  Gen.  Lucius 
Clay  has  expressed  himself  forcibly,  in  pri¬ 
vate  at  least,  against  the  nonsense  of  dis¬ 
mantling  German  fertilizer  industries  while 
thousands  of  tons  of  fertilizers  are  shipped 
as  compensation  at  American  expense. 

And  when  it  comes  to  “commitments,” 
dismantling  is  a  violation  of  the  Potsdam 
agreement. 

The  present  world  situation  makes  strange 
bedfellows.  Keeping  down  German  industry 
is  one  thing  on  which  Mr.  Bevin  agrees  with 
the  Kremlin — though  the  Kremlin  has  suc¬ 
cessfully  angled  to  have  Britain  and  America 
take  the  responsibility. 

REVENGISTS  INCLUDED 

Communist  fellow  travelers  in  the  United 
States  are  for  continuation  of  dismantling. 
There  were  numbers  of  them  in  the  original 
anticartel  division  of  the  American  military 
government.  These  gentry  also  supported 
the  Morgenthau  plan.  Their  reasons  are  not 
those  of  British  industrial  competitors.  They 
merely  want  the  western  Allies  to  ruin  them¬ 
selves  in  Germany,  and  no  policy  is  better 
calculated  for  this  end. 

Added  to  these  are  fanatical  revengists  who 
want  to  .go  on  wrecking  Germany  even  if  they 
wreck  the  American  economy  and  western 
policy  simultaneously. 

There  are  elections  in  Germany  in  Augflfet. 
If  my  readers  had  been  with  me  in  the  Ruhr 
in  June,  they  would  have  seen  what  effective 
campaign  material  the  Communists  were 
making  out  of  the  western  reopening  of  dis¬ 
mantling  after  it  had  been  halted  in  the 
Russian  zone. 

The  congressional  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tees  are,  therefore,  financially  and  politically 
right.  They  should  refuse  to  vote  further 
foreign  relief  until  dismantling  is  halted  and 
reviewed  in  the  light  of  technical  and  eco¬ 
nomic  information  forthcoming  since  it 
began  again  in  June.  Congress  should  send 
a  commission  to  Germany,  including  impor¬ 
tant  labor  leaders  such  as  Walter  Reuther 
and  John  L.  Lewis.  Mr.  Lewis  already  has 
been  invited  by  the  German  coal  miners,  as 
exclusively  reported  in  this  column  from 
Dusseldorf  some  months  ago. 

And  Congress  should  inquire  carefully  into 
the  forces  and  personalities  who  insist  on  a 
program  suicidal  to  us. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see,  on  page  4,  in  line  23. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  as  amended  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  the  origi¬ 
nal  House  bill  4830  which  was  reported 
by  the  Appropriations  Committee  had, 
in  title  I,  a  heading  “Contingent  expenses 


of  the  Senate,”  and  that  was  followed  by 
certain  language  dealing  with  what  is 
known  as  the  “watchdog  committee.” 
The  Senate  will  rtecall  that  a  point  of 
order  was  made  in  respect  to  line  4  and 
also  lines  7  to  11,  inclusive;  and  the  point 
of  order  was  sustained. 

When  the  Appropriations  Committee 
reported  the  bill  the  second  time,  it  rec¬ 
ognized  that  points  of  order  had  been 
made  against  the  two  amendments,  and 
it  reported  the  bill  without  them. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  amount 
of  money  has  been  appropriated  for  the 
watchdog  committee,  and  with  the  full 
realization  that  travel  expenses  through¬ 
out  Europe  are  not  the  same  as  those  in 
the  United  States,  in  connection  with  the 
act  of  1949,  to  which  this  provision  ap¬ 
plies,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  title 
I  of  the  present  bill,  House  bill  4830,  be 
stricken  out  in  its  entirety,  and  that  in 
lieu  thereof - 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  time  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
a  question  in  regard  to  what  he  proposes 
to  do.  It  seems  to  me  he  has  in  mind, 
in  line  4,  page  2,  reinserting  the  words 
“without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expendi¬ 
tures  Act  of  1949.” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  the  first  one. 

Then,  in  line  7 - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  And  then — 

All  obligations  incurred  during  the  period 
between  July  1,  1949  and  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act  in  anticipation  of  such 
appropriations  are  hereby  ratified  and  con¬ 
firmed,  if  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
hereof. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  see  if  he  can  state  the  question: 
The  question  is  on  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request  to  reinstate  in  the  bill,  in 
the  title  affected,  the  matter  dealing  with 
travel,  omitted  from  the  previous  bill, 
and  the  second  proviso  dealing  with  the 
same  matter. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Chair  has  stated  it 
correctly.  I  hope  that  amendment  will 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  I  may  inquire,  just 
what  is  the  force  of  this  amendment? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  It  merely  returns  to  the 
original  provision  of  title  1  and  permits 
the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949  to  be 
disregarded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois?  The 
Chair  hears  none;  and  the  amendment 
is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  point  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Secretary  be  authorized  to  change 
the  section  number  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  further  amendment,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  call  up  the  so-called  antisocialism 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  and 
myself.  » 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  12, 
after  line  12,  it  is  proposed  to  insert: 

Sec.  202.  No  part  of  the  appropriations 
contained  In  this  act  shall  be  furnished  to 
any  participating  country,  the  government 
or  any  agency  thereof,  which  shall,  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act,  acquire  or 
operate,  In  whole  or  in  part,  any  basic  Indus¬ 
try  thereof,  other  than  industries  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  which  has  been  completed  prior  to 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

And  in  line  13,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  “Sec.  202”  and  insert  “Sec.  203.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  in  order  that  I  may  ask  a 
question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  May  I  inquire  whether 
the  Senator  will  be  agreeable  to  entering 
into  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  on 
the  matter  of  time  for  debate  of  this  one 
amendment?  It  is  I  understand  the  last 
amendment  to  be  considered,  and  all  the 
Members  with  whom  I  have  talked  feel 
that  perhaps  we  could  finish  the  bill 
tonight  after  debating  and  voting  upon 
the  Senator’s  amendment.  In  other 
words,  I  will  give  the  Senator  an  hour 
and  a  half  and  take  3D  minutes  on  our 
side. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  it  is  difficult 
to  decline  any  request  made  by  the 
gracious  and  courteous  majority  leader, 
but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  all  the  other 
amendments  to  the  bill  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  at  length,  I  find  myself  unable  to 
agree  with  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To  the 
unanimous-consent  request,  objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  make  a  point  of  order  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  being  legislation  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  The  matter  has  been  very 
well  discussed,  and  I  think  the  point  of 
order  speaks  pretty  well  for  itself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  thinks  we  have  been  over  the 
ground  pretty  well.  The  present  occu¬ 
pant  of  the  chair  is  prepared  to  rule  in 
accordance  with  what  he  conceives  to 
have  been  the  philosophy  of  the  previous 
occupant  of  the  chair.  Does  the  Senate 
wish  the  Chair  to  rule  now,  or  do  Sena¬ 
tors  wish  to  be  heard.  If  Senators  do  not 
wish  to  be  heard,  the  Chair  will  sustain 
the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  decision  of  the 
Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  take  it,  in 
connection  with  the  various  points  of 
order  which  have  been  made  to  the  dif¬ 
ferent  amendments  to  the  bill,  the  Senate 
has  indicated  its  desire  and  intention 
of  considering  each  of  the  amendments. 
I  think  every  Member  of  the  Senate  is 
thoroughly  advised  as  to  the  various 
arguments  and  contentions  which  may  be 
made  and  which  have  been  made  with 


reference  to  the  construction  and  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate.  I  there¬ 
fore  address  myself  directly  to  the  merits 
of  the  pending  amendment. 

I  believe  the  principal  contention 
which  has  been  made  against  adoption  of 
the  amendment  is  that  it  would  consti¬ 
tute  an  unwarranted  interference  in  the 
internal  affairs  of  one  of  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries  under  the  Marshall 
plan.  At  the  time  the  amendment  was 
proposed  in  the  Senate  on  July  25,  last, 
I  gave  a  number  of  reasons  why  in  my 
opinion  such  an  argument  is  specious 
and  wholly  unsound.  I  suggested  that 
in  the  first  place  it  is  in  order  for._the 
Congress  to  place  strings  on  the  money 
of  the  American  taxpayers.  The  money 
which  the  United  States  Government  is 
allotting  to  foreign  peoples  is  only  avail¬ 
able  from  taxes  taken  from  the  people 
of  the  United  States.  It  is  being  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating 
the  European  economy.  If  Congress  be¬ 
lieves  that  any  proposed  allocations 
would  further  the  nationalization  or  so¬ 
cialization  of  the  industry  or  economy 
of  any  particular  country  in  whole  or 
in  part  and  would  therefore  not  accom¬ 
plish  the  purpose  of  the  act,  and  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  the  money  is  intended, 
then  Congress  is  clearly  justified  in  de¬ 
clining  to  allocate  such  funds;  indeed, 
it  seems  to  me  it  is  its  clear  duty  to  de¬ 
cline  to  do  so. 

I  said  in  the  second  place  that. the 
whole  Marshall  plan  is  an  interference 
on  a  gigantic  scale  with  the  internal  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  countries  of  western  Europe 
who  participate  in  the  plan.  The  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  itself  provides  for 
bilateral  agreements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  participating  countries. 
These  agreements  contain  many  restric¬ 
tions  upon  the  use  of  our  money.  Among 
other  things  the  law  provides  that  such 
agreements  shall  make  appropriate  pro¬ 
vision  for  participating  countries  to  take 
financial  and  monetary  measures  neces- 
say  to  stabilize  their  currencies.  Admin¬ 
istrator  Hoffman  stated  in  his  testimony 
before  the  Appropriations  Committee: 

We  have  entered  into  these  bilateral  agree¬ 
ments  *  *  *  and  in  every  case  we  have 

tiled  to  establish  those  conditions  which 
would  permit  recovery. 

In  other  words,  under  the  present  ECA 
Act,  Mr.  Hoffman  giveth,  Mr.  Hoffman 
taketh  away;  blessed  be  the  name  of  Mr. 
Hoffman. 

I  also  reminded  the  Senate  that  we  re¬ 
fused  Marshall-plan  aid  to  Spain  for  the 
assigned  reason  that  we  do  not  approve 
its  form  of  government.  We  interfered 
in  the  Italian  elections  in  April  1948. 
The  American  Ambassador  made  cam¬ 
paign  speeches  in  many  parts  of  that 
country.  The  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States  addressed  the  Italian  elec¬ 
torate  over  the  radio  the  day  before  the 
election.  I  do  not  say  this  in  criticism 
of  what  the  Administration,  or  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  has  done  in  these  countries. 
That  has  been  pretty  fully  discussed  with 
respect  to  Spain,  and  any  further  discus¬ 
sion  at  this  time  would  be  inappropriate. 
I  do  say  that  it  is  a  bit  late  piously  and 
unctuously  to  proclaim  that  we  have  no 
intentions  of  interfering  wfth  the  in¬ 
ternal  affairs  of  other  countries. 


Finally  I  pointed  out  that  other  coun¬ 
tries  do  not  hesitate  to  place  restrictions 
on  the  money  they  loan  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.  I  gave  as  an  example  the  British 
loan  of  $40,000,000  to  Greece  in  early 
1946.  Britain  placed  10  drastic  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  use  of  her  money.  Among 
other  things,  the  Greek  Government  was 
required  to  establish  a  system  .of  price 
control  over  rationed  items. 

I  note  that  a  number  of  Senators  are 
present  today  who  were  not  on  the  floor 
at  the  time  of  my  original  remarks  in 
support  of  the  amendment.  I  think  they 
will  be  interested  in  what  one  of  the 
members  of  the  House  of  Commons  had 
to  say  when  the  1946  loan,  going  from 
Great  Britain  to  Greece,  was  under  dis¬ 
cussion.  Mr.  Lipson,  of  Cheltenham, 
said  in  that  debate: 

We  ought  to  give  the  matter  further  con¬ 
sideration  before  we  indulge  in  acts  of  gener¬ 
osity  of  this  kind.  We  call  it  a  loan.  That 
is  a  euphemism  for  a  gift.  It  is  quite  obvious 
that  if  Greece  goes  on  as  she  is  doing  she 
will  not  be  able  to  repay  this  loan.  *  *  * 

The  people  of  this  country  ought  to  have 
more  explanation  before  a  sum  of  money 
like  that  is  lent  to  another  country,  and 
ought  to  be  assured  that  the  money  will  be 
wisely  used. 

This  argument,  when  made  in  the 
British  House  of  Commons,  prevailed. 
Should  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
be  any  less  diligent  in  protecting,  or  any 
less  vigorous,  in  asserting  the  rights  of 
the  American  taxpayers  under  similar 
circumstances? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  wll  the 
Senator  yeld? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Hamphire. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  As  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  amendment,  it  does  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  interfere  with  anything  that  has 
been  done  or  which  has  been  already  ac¬ 
complished  in  the  affected  countries.  All 
it  seeks  to  do  is  to  say,  from  now  on,  “If 
you  are  going  to  seek  American  aid  you 
cannot  use  the  money,  or  any  part  of  it, 
to  further  any  other  socialization  of  in¬ 
dustry.”  Is  that  correct?  * 

Mr.  KEM.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  is  quite  correct.  It  has  been 
put  in  this  way,  that  under  the  amend¬ 
ment  we  do  not  propose  to  unscramble 
any  eggs  which  have  already  gone  into 
the  pan. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  If  this  amendment 
prevails  it  would  prevent  the  further 
scrambling  of  any  eggs.  In  other  words, 
we  are  in  no  way  attempting  to  tell  the 
participating  countries  which  have  al¬ 
ready  socialized  a  part  of  their  industry 
that  they  must  now  desocialize  it.  We 
simply  say  to  them,  “If  you  receive  this 
aid,  in  the  future  none  of  it  may  be  used 
in  the  further  socializing  of  industries, 
which  is  contradictory  to  the  policy  pre¬ 
vailing  in  America.” 

Mr.  KEM.  Exactly.  We  make  no  ef¬ 
fort  to  undo  what  has  already  been  done. 
We  make  no  effort  to  prevent  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries  from  doing  anything  of 
that  kind  they  may  wish  to  do  in  the 
future.  We  simply  say  to  them,  “If  you 
do  engage  in  further  experiments  in  so¬ 
cialization,  you  must  go  it  alone.  You 
cannot  use  the  money  of  the  American 
taxpayers,  earned  under  a  system  of  free 
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enterprise  and  personal  initiative,  for 
that  purpose.” 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  have  simply  tried 
to  state  the  issue. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  is  familiar  with  the 
program  stated  at  Wolverhampton,  at 
which  there  was  recently  held  a  Conserv¬ 
ative  Party  convention  at  which  Mr. 
Churchill  appeared,  and  there  was  is¬ 
sued  something  in  the  nature  of  a  white 
paper  reciting  the  Conservative  Party 
policy.  I  was  wondering  whether  the 
Senator  was  familiar  with  the  position 
taken  at  that  convention. 

Mr.  KEM.  My  knowledge  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  British  Socialist  Party  and 
of  the  British  Conservative  Party  is  con¬ 
fined  to  summaries  I  have  read  in  the 
American  press.  I  will  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  that  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  British  Conservative  Party 
proposes  to  discontinue  any  further  ex¬ 
periments  in  socialization..  It  does  not 
propose  to  undertake  to  undo  what  has 
already  been  done.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  British  Socialist  Party,  which  is  now 
the  party  in  control  in  Great  Britain,  has 
announced  an  extensive  program  of  fur¬ 
ther  socialization.  It  proposes  to  seize 
the  chemical  industry,  the  sugar  refining 
industry,  certain  portions  of  the  metal 
industry,  "two  of  the  great  Industrial  in¬ 
surance  companies,  and  various  other 
portions  of  the  British  economy.  I  will 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  that 
my  understanding  is  that  up  to  this  time 
approximately  one-fifth  of  the  total 
British  economy  has  been  seized  for  pur¬ 
poses  .of  socialization.  In  the  case  of 
France,  across  the  Channel,  approxi¬ 
mately  two-fifths  of  the  total  economy 
has  been  seized  for  that  purpose. 

Does  that  answer  the  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  McMAHON.  It  does. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  look  a  little  further  into  the  argument 
that  we  should  not  place  strings  on  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  aid. 

When  Mr.  Hoffman  testified  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  he 
stated: 

The  job  of  ECA  Is  to  contribute  to  the 
recovery  of  the  entire  economy  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries.  In  doing  this  we  have, 
I  believe,  a  clear  duty  to  protest  any  Govern¬ 
ment  action  that  in  any  way  slows  down 
recovery,  and  thus  reduces  the  total  income 
produced  by  the  economy  and  increases  the 
burden  of  recovery  on  the  United  States. 

His  statement  appears  on  page  13  of 
the  hearings  before  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations. 

Mr.  Hoffman,  in  his  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  admitted  that  British  experiments 
in  socialism  were  slowing  down  recovery 
there.  He  said, 

Socialism  will  slow  down  the  (production) 
process. 

This  statement  of  Mr.  Hoffman’s  may 
be  found  on  page  105  of'  the  hearings 
before  the  Senate  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Hon.  Bernard  M.  Baruch,  whose  views 
have  never  been  without  respect  in  this 


body,  recently  returned  from  a  trip  to 
Europe.  Mr.  Baruch  had  this  to  say 
concerning  the  British  socialization  pro¬ 
gram.  He  stated  that  the  British  “are 
spending  so  much  time  nationalizing  and 
socializing  that  they  are  neglecting  to 
use  their  energies  to  develop  the  country 
and  increase  its  production.” 

Winston  Churchill,  in  his  speech  at 
Wolverhampton  July  23,  1949,  the  one  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  re¬ 
ferred,  said  that  the  Socialist  Govern¬ 
ment  in  Britain  had  dissipated  about 
$8,000,000,000  in  foreign  subsidies,  mostly 
from  the  United  States.  The  Socialist 
policies  of  nationalization,  he  declared, 
have  proved  to  be  the  Government’s  most 
expensive  failure  to  date.  Mr.  Churchill 
called  attention  to  the  rising  charges  for 
nationalized  gas  and  electricity  and  to 
the  high  losses  being  incurred  by  the 
nationalized  coal  board,  by  the  British 
■  socialized  railways,  and  by  the  publicly  • 
owned  air  lines. 

In  view  of  the  statements,  made  by 
Mr.  Hoffman,  by  Mr.  Baruch,  and  by  Mr. 
Churchill,  there  is  no  room  for  doubt 
that  experiments  in  socialism  are  slow¬ 
ing  down  recovery  in  Great  Britain.  In 
spite  of  Mr.  Hoffman’s  statement  that 
he  has  a  clear  duty  to  protest  any  Gov¬ 
ernment  action  that  in  any  way  slows 
down  recovery,  so  far  as  I  have  been 
able  to  find,  and  I  made  some  effort  to 
discover,  he  has  not  seen  fit  to  lodge  a 
protest  against  the  action  of  the  British 
Socialist  Government  nationalizing  one 
basic  industry  after  another. 

Here  is  where  the  amendment  now  un¬ 
der  discussion  comes  in.  I  believe  it  is 
now  the  clear  duty  of  the  Congress  to 
protect  the  American  taxpayer  from  the 
use  of  our  money  by  Socialist  govern¬ 
ments  in  a  way  that  is  ‘‘slowing  down  re¬ 
covery”  in  Europe.  It  may  be  said  that 
Mr.  Hoffman  intends  to  get  tough  with 
the  British.  If  so,  when?  He  has  been 
in  office  more  than  a  year.  He  has  seen 
the  program  of  socialization  go  on  apace. 
So  far  as  the  record  shows  he  has  never 
raised  a  weasel  word  against  it.  If  we 
depend  upon  Mr.  Hoffman  we  may  find 
that  he  “has  locked  the  door  after  the 
horse  is  stolen.”  In  other  words,  that  he 
has  delayed  any  action  until  “the  back 
of  free  enterprise  is  broken  in  Britain 
forever.” 

A  GLARING  INCONSISTENCY  IN  THE  CASE  OF  SPAIN 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  brought  out 
in  the  debate  in  the  Senate  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  that  Spain  has  made  efforts  to 
obtain  the  advantages  of  the  Marshall 
plan,  and  also  to  obtain  a  loan  from  the 
United  States  independent  of  the  ECA 
program.  She  has  thus  far  been  unsuc¬ 
cessful.  Why  is  it  that  we  have  refused 
to  make  a  loan  to  Spain?  We  do  not 
have  to  speculate  about  that;  we  have  the 
statement  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  Hon. 
Dean  Acheson,  recently  given  at  a  news 
conference.  According  to  an  article  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  Washington  Post  of  July 
14,  1949,  Mr.  Acheson  stated  that  he  was 
flatly  opposed  to  lending  or  giving  Spain 
any  American  funds  until  Spain  made 
certain  economic  reforms  suggested  by 
the  United  States.  I  invite  attention 
particularly  to  that  language,  “until 
Spain  made  certain  economic  reforms 
suggested  by  the  United  States.”  Will  it 
be  contended  by  any  Senator  that  that 
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is  not  -interfering  in  the  internal  econ¬ 
omy  of  another  country? 

Again,  I  do  not  offer  this  as  criticism 
of  the  Secretary’s  action.  That  is  for 
another  time.  I  do  say  that  Mr.  Ache- 
son’s  remarks  are  entirely  inconsistent 
with  the  administration’s  opposition  to 
the  proposed  amendment,  on  the  grounds 
that  it  would  constitute  an  interference 
in  the  internal  affairs  of  another  country. 

ANOTHER  INCONSISTENCY  IN  THE  CASE  OF  MAP 

The  President,  as  we  all  well  knew,  re¬ 
cently  submitted  to  the  Congress  a  new, 
far-reaching  program  of  military  aid  to 
foreign  countries — MAP,  I  believe  is  the 
term  used  to  designate  this  proposal. 
Mr.  Truman,  in  his  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  made  it  clear  that  he  wants  au¬ 
thority  to  distribute  arms  as  he  sees  fit — 
to  any  place  on  the  globe.  I  was  par¬ 
ticularly  interested  in  one  statement  con¬ 
tained  in  Mr.  Truman’s  message.  I 
think  it  will  be  of  interest  to  those  who 
are  asking  themselves  whether  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  would  constitute  an  un¬ 
warranted  interference  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  the  Marshall  plan  participat¬ 
ing  countries,  and  at  the  same  time  de¬ 
sire  that  the  United  States  maintain  a 
consistent  position  in  its  policy.  Mr. 
Truman’s  message  reads  in  part: 

The  President  should  be  authorized  to  ter¬ 
minate  our  aid  at  any  time.  Aid  will  be  ter¬ 
minated  in  the  event  that  a  recipient  acts 
in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  policies 
and  purposes  of  the  program,  or  with  its  ob¬ 
ligations  under  the  Charter  of  the  United 
Nations. 

In  other  words,  the  President  asks 
Congress  for  authority  to  say  to  MAP 
countries:  either  you  adhere  to  the  poli¬ 
cies  and  purposes  of  this  military-aid 
program,  or  such  aid  will  be  shut  off. 

Yet  the  administration  objects  to  Con¬ 
gress  saying  to  the  Marshall  plan  partici¬ 
pating  countries,  “If  you  use  our  money 
to  continue  experiments  in  socialism” — 
which  are  certainly  not  in  accord  with 
the  economy  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  prevailing  opinion  of  the  United 
States — “we  will  cut  off  aid.”  It  is  a 
little  difficult  to  understand  why  sauce 
for  the  goose  is  not  sauce  for  the  gander. 

We  hear  it  frequently  said  on  this  floor 
that  the  policy  and  purpose  of  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  is  to  promote  economic  recov¬ 
ery  in  western  Europe.  Experiments  in 
socialism  there  are  slowing  down  recov¬ 
ery,  and  are  therefore  inconsistent  with 
the  policy  and  purpose  of  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  raise  the  question  in 
the  name  of  consistency:  Can  the  ad¬ 
ministration  on  the  one  hand  say  with 
sanctimonious  pity,  “Oh,  no;  you 
musn’t  adopt  this  amendment;  it 
would  interfere  with  the  internal  affairs 
of  the  participating  countries”?  Yet,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  administratiop 
wants  authority  to  terminate  military 
aid  if  a  recipient  acts  in  a  manner  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  policies  and  purposes 
of  the  MAP  program. 

THE  AFFAIRS  OF  THE  PARTICIPATING  COUNTRIES 

BECOME  OUR  CONCERN  WHEN  THESE  COUN¬ 
TRIES  SEEK  OUR  ASSISTANCE 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  I  have 
proposed,  and  in  which  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.- McClellan]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry]  have 
joined  me,  gives  no  direction  to  any  for¬ 
eign  government.  Clearly  that  would  be 
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improper  and  would  be  something  we 
should  not  do.  Under  the  amendment, 
the  participating  countries  would  be  en¬ 
tirely  free  to  go  on  with  their  nationali¬ 
zation  and  socialization  programs  until 
they  had  achieved  100  percent  of  their 
respective  objectives.  There  is  no  com¬ 
pulsion  in  this  amendment.  The  option 
is  theirs  at  all  times  to  decline  to  accept 
the  funds  from  the  American  Govern¬ 
ment,  funds  which  are  provided  by  the 
American  taxpayer. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President,  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  we  of  the 
United  States  ardently  desire  to  be  re¬ 
lieved  of  the  responsibility  for  the  affairs 
of  other  countries.  But  the  point  is  this: 
The  countries  of  western  Europe  make 
their  affairs  our  affairs  when  they  come 
to  us  for  assistance. 

The  New  York  World  Telegram  re¬ 
cently  published  a  most  illuminating  ar¬ 
ticle  by  its  accomplished  financial  edi¬ 
tor,  Ralph  Hendershot.  He  said: 

When  a  corporation  runs  into  financial 
difficulty  and  seeks  credit  from  a  bank,  it 
usually  is  prepared  to  accept  the  terms  of 
the  bank  in  order  to  secure  the  loan.  And 
these  terms  at  times  may  be  rather  harsh. 
If  the  banker  knows  his  business,  however, 
such  loan  provisions  usually  work  out  to  the 
benefit  of  the  borrower.  *  *  *  ’ 

The  banker  does  not  go  about  the  coun¬ 
try  butting  into  the  affairs  of  corporations 
or  individuals.  But  when  the  corporation 
or  the  individual  goes  to  the  banker  for  a 
loan,  he  knows  in  advance  that  he  must  put 
his  record  on  the  line.  The  banker  has  no 
other  way  of  determining  whether  to  accept 
the  risk.  And  if  certain  changes  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  justify  the  loan,  the  borrower  must 
be  prepared  to  make  them  or  sweat  it  out  in 
his  own  way. 

Some  of  the  nations  in  Europe — 

Mr.  Hendershot  wrote — 
either  have  accepted  socialism  formally  or 
under  some  other  name.  This  means  that 
their  industries  have  been  taken  over  by  their 
governments.  Our  experience  has  been  that 
serious  inefficiencies  creep  in  when  this  hap¬ 
pens,  with  the  result  that  money  is  wasted. 

Should  we  as  a  nation  tax  our  people  to 
make  good  the  losses  of  another  nation  under 
such  a  set-up?  Should  we  weaken  our  own 
economy  to  support  another  which  shows 
little  promise  of  standing  on  its  own  feet  and 
whic:  was  created  to  bring  a  new  group  of 
politicians  into  power?  Are  the  affairs  of 
such  a  nation  no  affairs  of  ours  under  the 
circumstances? 

Selfishness  does  not  enter  into  the  picture 
whefi  the  banker  insists  that  a  borrower  con¬ 
duct  his  business  on  sound  principles.  Nor 
is  that  an  Invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  bor¬ 
rower  to  live  his  life  any  way  he  pleases.  It 
is  only  a  common-sense  approach  to  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  should  be  solved  in  the  interest 
of  all  concerned. 

The  Saturday  Evening  Post  for  August 
6,  1949,  the  current  issue,  contains  a 
timely  and  informative  editorial  entitled 
“British  Socialism  Plans  the  Nation  To¬ 
ward  Disaster.”  I  shall  not  take  the 
time  of  the  Senate  to  read  the  full  edi¬ 
torial,  but  I  shall  read  certain  excerpts 
from  it: 

It  is  a  mistake  to  pretend  that  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  is  more  than  a  palliative  adopted 
to  tide  Europe,  and  especially  England,  over 
a  period  of  transition.  What  has  been  needed 
in  England  is  a  vast  amount  of  private  in¬ 
vestment  in  all  sorts  of  industries  and  enter¬ 
prises.  But  England  herself,  under  Socialist 
leadership,  has  done  everything  conceivable 
to  destroy  the  confidence  of  American  inves¬ 
tors  in  the  security  of  the  British  economy. 


British  investors,  too,  have  lost  confidence, 
and  the  recent  loss  of  Britain’s  gold  and  dol¬ 
lar  reserves  reflects  a  flight  of  capital  out  of 
England  which  bureaucratic  restriction  has 
been  unable  to  prevent.  An  overambitious 
Socialist  program  helps  price  British  exports 
out  of  the  market.  *  *  * 

British  Socialists,  naturally  enough,  seek 
to  put  the  blame  for  their  plight  on  the  un¬ 
controlled  economy  of  the  United  States 
without  asking  themselves  whether  a  con¬ 
trolled  American  economy  could  have  ex¬ 
tended  to  Britain  more  aid  than  has  sq  far 
been  supplied.  *  *  * 

The  real  issue  is  whether  a  controlled  econ¬ 
omy  can  compete  with  a  relatively  free  econ¬ 
omy.  By  their  fruits  ye  shall  know  them. 

Things  would  be  a  lot  easier  in  1949  if  we 
had  been  less  squeamish  in  1947  about  set¬ 
ting  down  a  few  reasonable  stipulations  as 
the  price  of  our  aid.  We  didn’t  have  to  be 
ruthless,  just  realistic — like  an  Englishman 
lending  money  to  foreigners.  We  could 
*  *  *  have  made  it  plain  that  American 

investment  should  be  on  a  capitalist-profit 
basis  with  reasonable  exemption  from  the 
interference  of  the  planners.  Conceivably 
also,  we  might  have  done  more  to  discour¬ 
age  Britain’s  imitation  of  Dr.  Schacht’s  trade 
and  currency  operations.  Trade  is  difficult 
when  it  is  necessary  to  use  three  kinds  of 
money.  At  any  rate,  these  are  a  few  of  the 
conditions  an  American  Government  might 
attach  to  loans  of  the  taxpayers’  money  to 
foreign  countries,  if  we  ourselves  were  less 
bogged  down  by  devotion  to  bureaucratic 
messing,  planning,  and  most  of  the  National 
Socialist  Katzenjammer  that  is  Itching  the 
British. 

WE  HAVE  ALREADY  DELIBERATELY  INTERFERED  IN 

THE  INTERNAL  POLITICS  OF  GREAT  BRITAIN 

Mr.  President,  Great  Britain  received 
$1,239,000,000  in  Marshall-plan  aid  last 
year.  This  was  the  lion’s  share,  to  which 
she  felt  herself  entitled,  no  doubt.  Mr. 
Hoffman  proposed  to  allocate  to  Britain 
an  additional  $940,000,000  of  ECA  funds 
during  the  next  year.  Britain’s  Social¬ 
ist  government,  however,  has  served  no¬ 
tice  to  the  OEEC  that  she  wants  an  even 
larger  share  of  the  Marshall-plan  pie — 
nearly  $600,000,000  more,  in  fact,  than 
Mr.  Hoffman  has  suggested  she  should 
receive,  or  a  total  of  over  $1,500,000,000, 
which  might  seem  to  some  observers  to 
be  the  share  of  at  least  a  couple  of  lions. 

Marshall- plan  aid,  American  taxpay¬ 
ers’  dollars,  has  been  used  by  the  British 
Socialist  Government  to  carry  out  its 
program  of  socialization.  If  it  had  not 
been  for  the  Marshall  plan,  this  national¬ 
ization  program  would  have  brought  a 
standard  of  living  to  the  British  people 
they  would  not  have  been  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept.  The  Socialist  politicians  have  been 
able  to  say  to  their  people:  “You  get 
more  money  for  less  work  than  ever  be¬ 
fore  in  the  history  of  the  island.”  And 
so  the  Marshall-plan  funds,  in  Great 
Britain  at  least,  have  in  effect  been  used 
as  a  slush  fund  to  keep  the  British  So¬ 
cialist  politicians  in  power. 

We  have  Winston  Churchill’s  word  for 
it  that:  “The  Socialist  Government  and 
Socialist  policy  are  living  on  the  United 
States  from  month  to  month  and  from 
hand  to  mouth.” 

The  London  Economist  recently  re¬ 
minded  the  Socialist  Government  that  it 
would  have  been  out  of  office  long  ago  if 
American  capitalism  had  not  been  will¬ 
ing  to  subsidize  it. 

Administrator  Hoffman  has  permitted 
the  use  of  Marshall-plan  dollars  to  prop 
up  the  British  Socialist  Government  and 
keep  it  in  power.  In  the  thinking  of 
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many  thoughtful  Americans,  this  con¬ 
stitutes  a  deliberate  interference  on  the 
part  of  our  administration  in  Britain’s 
internal  politics. 

OUR  AID  IS  ALREADY  CONDITIONED  UPON  THE 

PARTICIPATING  COUNTRIES  MAINTAINING  A 

FORM  OF  GOVERNMENT  WE  LIKE 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  made  abun¬ 
dantly  clear  by  Administrator  Hoffman 
and  other  administration  leaders  that  if 
the  governments  of  any  of  the  Marshall- 
plan  countries  go  communistic,  ECA  aid 
to  those  countries  would  be  cut  off.  It 
does  not  seem  to  occur  to  any  of  them 
that  that  would  be  an  unwarranted  in¬ 
terference  in  the  internal  affairs  of  that 
country. 

During  the  hearings  on  the  ECA  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  before  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  the  following 
colloquy  occurred  between  Administra¬ 
tor  Hoffman  and  me: 

Senator  Kem.  I  want  to  ask  you,  What 
would  be  your  position  should  one  of  the 
participating  countries  embrace  communism 
Instead  of  socialism? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  think  that  under  the  law, 
or  at  least  the  legislative  history,  it  is  very 
clear  that  any  country  that  embraced  com¬ 
munism,  all  aid  wojild  cease  for  it  which 
has  been  the  case  in  China. 

Mr.  President,  I  gather  from  that  that 
there  would  apparently  be  no  hesitancy 
on  the  part  of  the  administration  to  cut 
off  aid  to  any  country  that  goes  commu¬ 
nistic.  In  other  words,  a  condition  of 
our  aid  is  that  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  retain  a  form  of  government  of 
which  we  approved.  Why  should  we  ap¬ 
prove  one  branch  of  Marxism,  the  branch 
which  has  been  developed  in  England 
and  Prance,  and  disapprove  another 
branch  of  Marxism,  which  happens  to 
be  the  branch  which  has  been  developed 
in  Russia? 

Then  why  all  the  hullabaloo  about  the 
pending  amendment  constituting  an  in¬ 
terference  in  the  internal  affairs  of 
western  Europe? 

The  Socialist-Labor  Government  of 
Great  Britain  has  been  described  by  the 
widely  read  columnist  George  Rothwell 
Brown,  as  a  prep  school  for  communism. 
Mr.  Churchill  has  described  the  Social¬ 
ists,  in  language  typically  Churchillian, 
as  “the  handmaids  and  heralds  of  com¬ 
munism,  who  prepare  the  way  at  every 
stage  and  every  step  for  the  future  ad¬ 
vance  of  communism.” 

More  recently,  in  his  speech  at  Wolver¬ 
hampton,  Mr.  Churchill  discussed  the 
great  battle  made  by  Socialists  of  their 
quarrel  with  communism.  ‘‘There’s  no 
real  difference,”  he  asserted,  “between  a 
full  application  of  the  Socialist  system 
and  communism.  Both  are  fatal  to 
liberty,  as  we  have  known  it,  to  our 
prosperity  and  happiness  and  to  what  we 
have  called  the  British  way  of  life.” 

THE  PENDING  AMENDMENT  IS  NOT  WITHOUT 
SUPPORT  IN  dkEAT  BRITAIN 

Mr.  President,  I  have  received  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  letters  from  citi¬ 
zens  of  Britain  concerning  the  pending 
amendment.  All  of  them  are  heartily 
in  favor  of  it. 

A  Londoner  wrote  me  under  date  of 
July  15,  1949.  He  said: 

Nationalization  is  going  to  wreck  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  this  country  if  carried  further.  Our 
so-called  politicians  are  simply  using  It  as 
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a  means  to  give  their  pals  good  Jobs  In 
industries  which  they  do  not  understand. 
Everything  they  touch,  loses  money,  and  we 
poor  taxpayers  have  to  suffer. 

Then  my  correspondent  made  this 
significant  statement  which  it  seems  to 
me  the  American  Congress  would  do  well 
to  take  to  heart: 

You  are  paying  the  piper,  and  you  have 
a  perfect  right  to  call  the  tune. 

Mr.  President,  the  hour  is  late,  and  I 
am  not  going  to  ask  the  Senate  to  bear 
with  me  while  I  read  any  more  letters, 
with  one  exception. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  majority  leader 
is  not  present.  I  do  not  know  how  long 
he  intended  to  keep  the  Senate  in  session. 
My  understanding  is  that  a  recess  will 
probably  be  taken  about  a  quarter  to  six. 
I  do  not  wish  to  inquire  now  whether  or 
not  the  Senator  is  ready  to  have  a  recess 
taken,  but  I  should  like  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  how  long  he  thinks 
his  speech  will  take? 

Mr.  KEM.  It  depends  on  the  number 
of  questions  asked  me. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  My  understanding  is 
that  the  Senate  will  take  a  recess  until 
Monday,  if  and  when  the  acting  majority 
leader  is  Aady  to  take  a  recess.  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that 
he  continue  his  speech  on  Monday. 
Would  that  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri? 

Mr.  KEM.  That  would  be  perfectly 
agreeable  to  me. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  the  intention 
is  to  continue  for  a  while  this  evening, 
and  take  a  recess  at  about  a  quarter  to 
six.  Would  that  be  agreeable  to  the 
Senator?  - 

Mr.  KEM.  That  would  be  entirely 
agreeable. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Seni.'or  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Word  has  come  to  me 
that  Sir  Stafford  Cripps  and  Mr.  Bevin 
are  both  coming  over  to  join  in  the  forth¬ 
coming  Washington  Conference  on  the 
sterling  crisis  affecting  Great  Britain. 
It  is  rumored  that  Mr.  Acheson,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  is  to  preside  at  the  con¬ 
ference.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  knows 
why  the  Secretary  of  State  should  be 
contemplating  presiding  when  we  have  a 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  Washington 
who  has  been  in  Europe  and  England 
and  has  consulted  on  all  these  problems. 
He  is  our  expert  on  monetary  matters. 
Why  would  not  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  be  the  logical  man  to  confer 
on  this  problem,  rather  than  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State?  Has  the  Senator  any 
information  on  that  subject? 

Mr.  KEM.  Anything  I  might  say  in 
that  connection  would  be  more  or  less 
gratuitous.  I  think  opinion  could  be 
found  in  Washington  to  the  effect  that 
the  Secretary  of  State  speaks  more 
nearly  the  language  of  Mr.  Bevin  and 
Sir  Stafford  Cripps  than  does  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury.  Perhaps  they 
would  find  themselves  more  in  accord 
with  Mr.  Acheson  than  with  Mr.  Snyder. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  If  it  be  true,  as  ru¬ 
mored,  that  the  Secretary  of  State  is  to 


preside  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Mr.  Snyder,  a  very  able  gen¬ 
tleman  who  has  been  over  there  and  has 
studied  the  problem  and  knows  it- first 
hand,  is  to  be  passed  over  and  supplanted 
by  the  Secretary  of  State,  I  wonder  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  planning  to  take 
over  the  functions  of  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment.  It  begins  to  look  that  way. 

Mr.  KEM.  It  seems  to  me  there  is 
some  reason  to  believe  that.  I  may  say 
in  passing  that  I  was  told  by  a  distin¬ 
guished  Member  of  this  body  that  when 
Mr.  Bevin  was  here  on  his  last  trip  he  had 
a  conversation  with  him,  and  Mr.  Bevin 
assured  him  that  the  Socialist  Party  was 
not  prepared  to  go  ahead  with  its  pro¬ 
gram  with  quite  the  vigor  with  which  it 
had  been  previously  pursued.  A  few 
days  later  I  picked  up  the  newspaper 
and  read  of  the  Blackpool  convention, 
at  which  a  very  complete  and  detailed 
program  had  been  adopted  by  acclama¬ 
tion  by  the  Socialist  Party  of  Great 
Britain.  I  hope  that  a  platform  in  Great 
Britain  is  not  merely  campaign  oratory. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  have  a  very  high  re¬ 
spect  for  Mr.  Snyder  as  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury.  I  know  that  he  has  been  criti¬ 
cized  for  various  things,  but  by  and  large 
he  is  a  pretty  sound  man  who  is  endeav¬ 
oring  to  do  a  good  job.  He  has  been  in 
Europe  and  has  been  examining  into  this 
whole  problem.  As  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  of  our  own  country,  he  should 
know  as  much  about  monetary  matters 
as  anyone  else.  Certainly  he  should 
have  competent  advice  available  to  him. 
If  we  are  going  to  have  a  conference  with 
the  British  on  the  problem  of  the  pound 
sterling  and  if  the  British  representa¬ 
tives  are  coming  here  to  confer,  I  should 
think  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Mr. 
Snyder,  would  be  the  one  to  preside  over 
that  conference  and  work  out  that  mat¬ 
ter.  For  the  life  of  me,  I  do  not  see 
why  Mr.  Snyder  should  be  supplanted 
by  the  Secretary  of  State,  Mr.  Acheson, 
in  connection  with  a  matter  involving 
monetary  affairs.  . 

I  think  the  presentation  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  is  making  is  quite  perti¬ 
nent.  Perhaps  the  reports  that  Mr. 
Acheson  will  preside  at  the  conference 
are  not  correct,  although  certainly  those 
are  the  reports  which  emanate  from 
down  town. 

I  present  that  matter  as  an  interesting 
sidelight  to  the  discussion  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Missouri  is  mak¬ 
ing  in  regard  to  his  amendment. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  think  the 
point  is  very  interesting,  and  I  am  glad 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  has  made  it. 

I  may  say  in  passing  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  a 
citizen  of  the  State  of  which  I  have  the 
honor-  to  be  one  of  the  representatives 
here  in  the  Senate,  and  he  has  the  re¬ 
gard  of  his  friends  and  neighbors  at 
home,  of  which  the  junior  Senator  from 
Missouri  is  one. 

Mr.  President,  a  lady  from  Bristol  has 
written  me: 

I  am  a  working  woman,  a  widow  of  60. 
Under  nationalization  the  Government  has 
created  a  great  army  of  privileged  people. 
None  of  these  Socialists  live  as  we  poor  crea- 
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atures  do.  They  are  beggars  on  horseback 
riding  the  country  to  the  devil.  The  more 
aid  you  give  us  the  more  socialism  we  shall 
get. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
the  people  of  western  Europe,  as  well  as 
in  the  interest  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  for  Congress  to  inform 
those  governments  that  no  further  aid 
will  be  forthcoming  if  additional  indus¬ 
tries  are  socialized.  This  is  what  the 
Senate  is  asked  to  do  in  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  be  permited  to  have  the 
floor  when  the  Senate  convenes  next 
Monday,  to  continue  my  remarks  on  this 
subject  and  to  answer  any  questions 
which  any  Member  of  the  Senate  may 
be  inclined  to  put  to  me  at  that  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
George  in  the  chair).  Is  there  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Missouri?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  FOR  CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  following  the 
disposition  of  the  pending  business,  the 
ECA  appropriation  bill,  the  calendar  be 
called  for  the  consideration  of  bills  to 
which  there  is  no  objection,  beginning 
with  Calendar  No.  669.  I  also  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  following  bills  be 
included  in  the  call  of  the  calendar: 
Calendar  No.  302,  House  bill  997;  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  378,  Senate  bill  1290;  Calendar 
No.  462,  Senate  bill  689;  Calendar  No. 
496,  House  bill  1694;  and  Calendar  No. 
590,  House  bill  3825.  The  bills  to  which 
I  have  just  referred  were  those  which 
were  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar, 
upon  request,  at  the  time  of  the  last  call 
of  the  calendar,  but  were  temporarily 
passed  over  with  the  expectation  of  re¬ 
turning  to  them  before  the  call  of  the 
calendar  was  concluded  the  last  time. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  do  so  only  for 
the  purpose  of  being  able  to  state  that  I 
am  not  sure  that  the  Record  shows  that 
all  those  measures  were  placed  at  the 
foot  of  the  calendar.  One  or  two  of 
them,  I  think,  were  merely  requested  to 
be  passed  over  until  some  Senators  could 
look  into  them  more  thoroughly  than 
they  had.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  makes 
no  difference. 

I  am  in  complete  accord,  in  any  event, 
with  the  suggestion  of  the  distinguished 
acting  majority  leader,  because  all  Sen¬ 
ators  will  still  have  their  right  to  object 
preserved,  in  the  event  they  wish  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  consideration  of  any  of  the 
bills  on  Monday.  But  I  simply  wish  the 
Record  to  show  that  not  all  the  bills 
mentioned  were  passed  over  and  ordered 
to  be  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  indicate 
where  he  requests  that  the  call  of  the 
calendar  commence? 

Mr.  MYERS.  With  Calendar  No.  669, 
House  bill  1892. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
where  we  left  off  with  the  consideration 
of  bills  to  which  there  was  no  objection, 
at  the  time  of  the  last  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar.  But  in  addition  to  that,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  the  request,  the  bills  just  listed  by 
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the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  are  to 
be  included. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Yes;  that  is  my  request. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  have  any  objection  to  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  list  of  bills  Calendar  No. 
319,  Senate  bill  1054,  a  bill  for  the  relief 
of  the  Northwest  Missouri  Fair  Associa¬ 
tion,  of  Bethany,  Harrison  County,  Mo.? 
At  the  time  when  that  bill  was  reached 
on  the  previous  call  of  the  calendar  its 
consideration  was  objected  to  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Don¬ 
nell],  who  said  he  would  like  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  look  into  it.  H-e  has 
done  so,  and  has  withdrawn  his  objec¬ 
tion.  So  I  should  like  to  have  the  bill 
put  back  on  the  calendar,  and  I  should 
like  to  have  consent  that  it  be  included 
at  the  forthcoming  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  shall  be  very  happy  to 
include  the  bill  the  junior  Senator  from 
Missouri  has  just  mentioned  with  the 
five  bills  previous  to  No.  669  on  the  cal¬ 
endar  which  I  have  asked  to  have  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  next  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  am  happy,  to  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing,  however,  that  the  call  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  will  not  come  until  after  the  ECA 
appropriation  bill  has  been  disposed  of. 

Mr.  MYERS.  That  is  my  request. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then,  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  make  another  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request,  namely - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  about  to  propose 
an  amendment  to  the  request  already 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No;  I  shall  propose 
another  one. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  May  the 
Chair  in  his  capacity  as  Senator  ask  that 
another  bill  be  included  in  the  list.  The 
Chair  does  not  see  the  calendar  number, 
but  it  is  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Wilson. 
It  is  a  bill  to  which  there  is  no  objection. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  objected  to  its  consideration  at 
the  time  of  the  last  call  of  the  calendar, 
but  since  that  time  has  stated  to  the 
Chair  that  he  would  withdraw  his  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  bill  is  a  relief  bill,  coming  from 
the  House  of  Representatives.  It  is  for 
the  relief  of  Dr.  Wilson. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
include  the  bill  to  which  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  has  just  referred  in 
my  unanimous-consent  request,  among 
the  bills  which  are  to  be  considered  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  call  of  the  calendar,  and  are 
listed  on  the  calendar  prior  to  Calendar 
No.  669. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tlie 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 
LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM — BASING-POINT 

BILL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  after  the  call  of 


the  calendar  has  been  had — and  I  make 
this  request  after  consulting  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and 
I  am  satisfied  he  has  consulted  with  the 
acting  majority  leader — the  motion  for 
the  reconsideration  of  Senate  bill  1008, 
the  bill  to  provide  a  2-year  moratorium 
with  respect  to  the  application  of  cer¬ 
tain  antitrust  laws  to  individual,  good- 
faith  delivered-price  systems  and  freight- 
absorption  practices,  which  is  on  the  leg-* 
islative  calendar,  be  made  the  order  of 
business,  following  the  completion  of  the 
call  of  the  bills  and  other  measures  on 
the  calendar. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
author  of  Senate  bill  1008,  I  am  quite 
anxious  to  have  disposition  made  of  that 
measure.  The  bill  passed  the  Senate. 
However,  a  similar  bill  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  was  amended. 

The  question  with  which  we  are  faced 
is  whether  the  Senate  should  agree  to  a 
conference  on  the  bill  or  whether  the 
Senate  should  accept  the  amendments 
of  the  House  of  Representatives.  That 
bill  is  the  basing-point  bill.  As  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  Senate  bill,  I  am  quite  anx¬ 
ious.  that  we  make  disposition  of  that 
measure  just  as  soon  and  just  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

Therefore  I  unite  with  the  minority 
leader  in  the  request;  I  join  in  his  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  that  the  motion 
for  the  reconsideration  of  that  measure 
be  considered  immediately  upon  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  inquire  ofj  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsylva¬ 
nia  if  it  is  correct  that  he  has  consulted 
with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  and  that  it  is  agreeable  to  him 
that  that  be  done. 

Mr.  MYERS.  The  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  previously  gave  notice  that  he  in¬ 
tended  to  call  up  the  motion  for  the  re¬ 
consideration  of  that  bill  on  Monday,  but 
he  has  assured  me  that  he  will  agree  that 
it  be  delayed  unt.il  we  have  completed  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  ECA  appropriation  bill  and 
have  completed  the  call  of  the  Calendar. 

Therefore,  I  am  quite  happy  to  join  in 
the  unanimous-consent  request  of  the 
minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
inquire  where  this  will  leave  the  Interior 
Department  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  will  leave  it  to  come 
up,  I  suppose,  immediately  thereafter. 

The  unfinished  business  is  the  mini¬ 
mum-wage  bill.  My  understanding  from 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  was 
that  he  wanted  to  make  the  Interior 
Department  appropriation  bill  the  next 
order  of  business.  I  do  not  think  it  will 
take  too  long  to  handle  these  matters.  I 
know  one  Senator  wishes  to  make  a 
speech  on  the  basing-point  bill,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  there  are  one  or  two  other  speeches 
to  be  made,  and,  of  course,  Senators  have 
a  right  to  do  so.  But  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  entered  on  July  26.  So  all 
there  is  to  it  is  the  suggestion  of  an 
amendment,  which  may  be  worked  out 
completely  before  the  motion  comes  up 
for  hearing.  A  conference  committee 


can  then  be  appointed  and  proceed  with 
their  work. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  For  th( 
guidance  of  the  clerks  at  the  desk,  may 
the  Chair  inquire  whether  the  bills  that 
were  specifically  enumerated  and  which 
occur  on  the  calendar  before  the  number 
at  which  the  calendar  call  properly  starts 
are  to  be  placed  in  advance  of  the  calen¬ 
dar;  that  is,  are  they  to  be  taken  up  be¬ 
fore  the  calendar  is  reached  under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  think  that  migl^very 
well  be  done  so  that  the  bills  enumerated 
may  precede  Calendar  Order  669,  which 
I  understand  is  the  point  at  which  we 
begin  the  calendar.  I  think  the  bills 
enumerated  might  first  be  considered 
and  then  the  calendar  called  beginning 
with  Order  669. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
would  expedite  matters. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  join  in  that  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  unanimous-consent  request, 
if  it  can  be  included  in  the  request.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  I  should  like  to  suggest  to  the 
acting  majority  leader  that  the  Senate 
proceed  consecutively,  starting  with  the 
first  bill  in  order  and  going  through  the 
calendar,  before  any  Member  is  permit¬ 
ted  to  return  to  any  bill  for  considera¬ 
tion.  I  think  that  is  the  orderly  way  to 
proceed.  It  will  avoid  confusion.  In 
other  words,  if  a  request  is  made  to  re¬ 
turn  to  a  bill,  my  suggestion  is  it  should 
not  be  permitted  until  the  call  of  the 
calendar  has  been  completed. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  am  quite  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  that  amendment,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  those  bills  which  have  been 
specifically  mentioned,  to  which  we  shall 
return,  shall  be  considered  first,  and  then 
the  calendar  be  called  beginning  with 
Order  669. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  join  in  that  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  That  infor¬ 
mation  will  assist  the  clerks  at  the  desk 
in  making  their  arrangements. 


•RECE8&  TO  -MONDAY — 

r.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
;hat.  the  Senate  take  a  recess  until  12 
)’cloo[c  noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
>  o’clock,  and  43  minutes  p.  m.)  the  fin¬ 
ite  took  A  recess  until  Monday,  Aij^ust  8, 
.949,  at  12,0’clock  meridian. 


ived  by  the 
day  of  June 


be 


OMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations 
Senate  August  5  (legislati 
!),  1949:  \ 

Department  of  /he  Army 
Tracy  S.  Voorhees,  of  New  York, 

Jnder  Secretary  of  tha'Army. 

Archibald  S.  Alexander, 'of  New  Jersey,  to 
>e  Assistant  Secretary  of  th’e  Army. 

United  /States  Marshal 
Alphonse  Roy/of  New  Hampshire,  to  be 
Jnited  States  marshal  for  the  district  of  New 
lampshire.  He  is  now  serving  i\jhis  office 
mder  an  appointment  which  expired  July 
8,  1949. 

the  Coast  Guard 

The  following  officer  of  the  United 
jloast  Omard  Reserve  to  be  commissionel 
he  United  States  Coast  Guard: 

To  be  lieutenant  ( junior  grade) 

William  H.  E.  Schroeder 


oj  America 
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Senate 


je  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  tH\expiration  of  the  recess. 

Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp,  D.  D.,  pastor 
of  the  Guftton-Temple  Memorial  Presby¬ 
terian  Churfckh  Washington,  D.  C.,  offered 
the  following  pi^yer: 

Almighty  GoaNmay  this  be  a  day  of 
unclouded  vision  ai  we  enter  upon  the 
high  and  holy  task  af  discharging  our 
duties  toward  Thee  anaspur  fellow  men. 

Clarify  our  minds  withNhvine  wisdom 
and  inspire  us  with  loyalty  ai^d  integrity 
of  soul. 

Grant  that  in  times  of  crisis  con¬ 
fusion  we  may  know  the  secret  of 
dent  living  and  courageous  leadership 
committing  ourselves  to  the  guidance 
Thy  spirit. 

In  Christ’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Lucas,  and  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  reading  of  the  Journal 
of  the  proceedings  of  Friday,  August  5, 
1949,  was  dispensed  with. 

MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT— 

,  APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  were  communicated 
to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one  of  his 
secretaries,  and  he  announced  that  on 
August  8,  1949,  the  President  had  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  the  following  acts : 

S.  1184.  An  act  to  encourage  construction 
of  rental  housing  on  or  in  areas  adjacent  to 
Army,  Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  Air  Force 
Installations,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1459.  An  act  to  amend  section  6  of  tl 
Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  )480, 
as  amended; 

S.  1505.  An  act  to  amend  the  act^fotitled 
"An  act  to  authorize  the  construction  of  ex¬ 
perimental  submarines,  and  fojKother  pur¬ 
poses,”  approved  May  16.  194/  and 

S.  2030.  An  act  to  clarify/he  laws  relating 
to  the  compensation  01  postmasters  at 
fourth-class  post  offices  which  have  been 
advanced  because  of/unusual  conditions. 

MESSAGE,#ROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  messagamom  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives/py  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  /clerks,  announced  that  the 
House,  nad  passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  1758)  to 
amghd  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  approved 
Jufie  21,  1938,  as  amended,  in  which  it 
Requested  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


(Legislative  dag  of  Thursday,  June  2,  1949) 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

S.  1323.  An  act  to  declare  that  the  United 
States  holds  certain  lands  in  trust  for  the 
Pueblo  Indians  and  the  Canoncito  Navajo 
group  in  New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

S.  1918.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  ap¬ 
point  contracting  officers  to  make  contracts 
in  amounts  not  exceeding  $3,000. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

On  request  of  Mr.  Chapman,  Mr. 
Withers  was  granted  leave  of  absence, 
from  the  sessions  of  the  Senate  for  t£ 

^xt  few  days. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.YyCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quoru: 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  Prudent,  before 
the  roll  is  cancel,  in  orAp/f  to  clarify  the 
parliamentary  s^uatipfC  may  I  ask  the 
distinguished  Vice'&jesident  if  the  junior 
Senator  from  Mi^outi  [Mr.  KemJ  does 
not  have  the  fl^or?  Tim  Senator  from 
Missouri  was/peaking  Friday  afternoon 
when  the  i^ess  was  taken,  a«d  it  was  my 
understanding  that  there  was  unani¬ 
mous  aonsent  that  he  should  nave  the 
floofidlnis  morning. 

le  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
fom  Missouri  has  the  floor,  according 
rto  the  understanding. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  has  suggested  the  absence 
of  a  quorum,  and  the  Secretary  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names 


Anderson 

Baldwin 

Brewster 

Butler 

Byrd 

Cain 

Capehart 

Chapman 

Chavez 

Connally 

Cordon 

Donnell 

Douglas 

Downey 

Dulles 


Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbrlght 

George 

Gillette 

Graham 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Hill 

Hoey 


Holland 

Humphrey 

Hunt 

Ives 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kefauver 

Kem 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Knowland 

Langer 

Lodge 


Long 

Milll  kin 

Sparkman 

Lucas 

Morse 

Stenafs 

McCarran 

Mundt 

Ta^br 

McCarthy 

Murray 

THomas,  Okla 

McClellan 

Neely 

^Thomas,  Utah 

McFarland 

O'Conor  > 

'  Thye 

McGrath 

O’Mahoney/' 

Vandenberg 

McKellar 

Pepper  jf 

Watkins 

McMahon 

Reed  f 

Wherry 

Magnuson 

Robesfeon 

Wiley 

Malone 

Russell 

Williams 

Martin 

S|fftonstalI 

Young 

Maybank 

>emith,  Maine 

Miller 

/^ Smith,  N.  J. 

Mr.  LoCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green] 
and/ne  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
ers]  are  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Typings]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Schoeppel],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent  by 
leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.'  Bricker],  and  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
before  the  Senate  is  the  appeal  of  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]  from 
the  decision  of  the  Chair  holding  his 
amendment  out  of  order.  The  question 
is.  Shall  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  has  the 
floor. 


iJOfWP- 


OeWWPPTBE  HIBBTIllgl 

SENATE  SESSION' 


On  request  of  Mr.  George,  thbxForeign 
Relations  Committee  and  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  were  granted  per¬ 
mission  to  hold  a  joint  meeting  tIHg 
afternoon.  \ 


11149 


11150 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  8 


/ 


TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Chair  will  recognize  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  to  present  petitions 
and  memorials,  introduce  bills,  joint  and 
other  resolutions,  and  place  in  the  Record 
routine  matters,  as  though  the  Senate 
were  in  the  morning  hour,  and  without 
debate. 

PETITIONS  AND  MEMORIALS 

Petitions,  etc.,  w<?re  laid  before  the 
Senate,  or  presented,  and  referred  as 
indicated:  \ 

By  the  VICE  PRESIDENT: 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Corn  Belt 
Livestock  Feeders  Association,  In  convention 
at  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  relating  toNhe  Erannan 
agricultural  program;  to  the  Con^mittee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

A  letter  in  the  nature  of  a  petition  from 
Allan  H.  Ezell,  Representative,  Third  District, 
House  of  Representatives,  Territorial  Begis- 
lature,  Iolani  Palace,  Honolulu,  T.  H.,  relat¬ 
ing  to  statehood  for  Hawaii  (with  an  ac¬ 
companying  paper);  to  the  Committee  or 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Honolulu 
County  (Hawaii)  Dental  Assistants  Associa¬ 
tion,  protesting  against  the  enactment  of 
legislation  providing  compulsory  health  in¬ 
surance;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare. 

The  memorial  of  Theresa  Simons,  and 
sundry  other  citizens  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  remonstrating  against  the  enactment 
of  the  so-called  Public  School  Assistance  Act 
of  1949;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare. 

A  telegram  in  the  nature  of  a  petition  from 
Jerry  Voorhis,  executive  secretary,  Coopera¬ 
tive  League  and  Cooperative  Health  Federa¬ 
tion  of  America,  Chicago,  Ill.,  favoring  the 
adoption  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  of 
1949,  establishing  a  Department  of  Welfare; 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 

A  letter  in  the  nature  of  a  memorial  from 
Carl  H.  Fortune,  M.  D.,  president  Fayette 
County  (Ky.)  Medical  Society,  remonstrat¬ 
ing  against  the  adoption  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  of  1949,  establishing  a  Department 
of  Welfare;  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 

A  letter  in  the  nature  of  a  petition  from 
Bruch  Underwood,  M.  D.,  secretary,  State 
Board  of  Health  of  Kentucky  and  the  Ken¬ 
tucky  State  Medical  Association,  Louisville, 
Ky.,  relating  to  the  selection  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  being  made  the  Department 
of  Welfare  as  proposed  under  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1  of  1949;  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table. 

By  Mr.  TYDINGS: 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  St.  Mary’s 
County  (Md.)  Medical  Society,  protesting 
against  the  enactment  of  legislation  provid¬ 
ing  compulsory  health  insurance?  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  .Welfare. 

Memorials  of  sundry  citizens,  of  the  State 
of  Maryland,  remonstrating  against  the  en¬ 
actment  of  legislation  providing  compulsory 
health  insurance;  to  the'  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

Petitions  of  sundry  members  and  affiliates 
of  the  Baltimore  (Md.)  Section  of  the  So¬ 
ciety  for  Experimental  Biology  and  Medi¬ 
cine,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  pray¬ 
ing  for  the  enactment  of  Senate  bill  1703,  to 
provide  that  unclaimed  animals  lawfully  im¬ 
pounded  in  the' District  of  Columbia  be  made 
available  for  -Scientific  purposes  to  education¬ 
al,  scientific,  and  governmental  institutions 
licensed  Under  this  act;  to  the  Committee 
on  the , -district  of  Columbia. 

Memorials  of  sundry  citizens  of  the  State 
of  Maryland,  remonstrating  against  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  so-called  Barden  bill,  pro¬ 
viding  Federal  aid  to  education;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 


Petitions  of  sundry  citizens  of  Baltimore, 
Md.,  praying  for  the  enactment  of  House  bill 
2428,  to  prohibit  the  transportation  of  alco¬ 
holic-beverage  advertising  in  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  the  broadcasting  of  alcoholic- 
beverage  advertising  over  the  radio;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

Petitions  of  sundry  citizens  of  Baltimore, 
Md.,  relating  to  economy  in  Federal  govern¬ 
mental  expenditures  as  outlined  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Hoover  Commission;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Maryland- 
National  Capital  Park  and  Planning  Com¬ 
mission,  Silver  Spring,  Md.,  favoring  the  en¬ 
actment  of  Senate  bill  1931,  to  amend  the 
act  of  June  6,  1924,  as  amended,  relating  to 
the  National  Capital  Park  and  Planning  Com¬ 
mission;  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  MURRAY,  from  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare: 

S.  1439.  A  bill  to  provide  for  assistance  to 
State  agencies  administering  labor  laws  in 
tffieir  efforts  to  promote,  establish,  and  main¬ 
tain  safe  work  places  and  practices  in  indus¬ 
try).  thereby  reducing  human  suffering  and 
financial  loss  and  increasing  production 
through  safeguarding  available  manpower; 
without^ amendment  (Rept.  No.  850),- 

By  Mr t.McC ARRAN,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

S.  486.  A  hjll  for  the  relief  of  Song  Kwan 
Lee  also  known  as  Paul  Molina;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  854);' 

S.  1447.  A  bill\for  the  relief  of  John  M. 
Hart;  without  amfendment/ (Rept.  No.  855); 

H.  R.  632.  A  bill  f$r  the  relief  of  John  E. 
Burns;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  856); 

H.  R.  734.  A  bill  for\the  relief  of  Curtis 
R.  Enos;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
867);  /  \ 

H.  R.  1065.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  es¬ 
tate  of  James  Lander  Thomas;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  857); 

H.  R.  1620.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
E.  Bridge  apd  Leslie  E.  Ensign;  with  amend¬ 
ments  (Rept.  No.  870);  \ 

H.  R.  1631.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  John  J. 
O'Mara;  without  amendment  (Rept,  No. 
858);  \ 

H.  R.  1701.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Sirs. 
Vesta  Meinn  and  Mrs.  Edna  Williams;  witr 
out  amendment  (Rept.  No.  859); 

H.  R.  1792.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
E.  Ader;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
860) ; 

II.  R.  1979.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Soo  Hoo 
Yet  Tuck;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
861); 

H.  R.  2628.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Auldon 
Albert  Aiken;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  862); 

H.  R.  3618.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  legal 
guardian  of  Marcia  Moss  Carroll,  a  minor, 
and  Charles  P.  Carroll;  with  an  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  868); 

H.  R.  3768.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Justa  G.  Vda.  de  Guido,  Belen  de  Guido, 
Mulia  de  Guido,  and  Oscar  de  Guido;  with¬ 
out  amendment  (Rept.  No.  863); 

II.  R.  3803.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Mary  L.  W.  Dawson;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  834); 

H.  R.  3837.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Annie 
Balaz;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  865); 

H.  R.  4306.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Zora  B. 
Vulich;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  869); 
and 

H.  R.  5160.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Giustina  Schiano  Lomoriello;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  866). 

By  Mr.  McCLELLAN,  from  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments: 


S.  Res.  147.  Resolution  disapproving  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  i  of  1949;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  851);  and  / 

S.  Res.  151.  Resolution  disapproving.  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  852). 

By  Mr.  LONG,  from  the  Compnittee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  / 

S.  1772.  A  bill  to  provide  additional  bene¬ 
fits  for  certain  postmasters,  officers,  and  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  postal  field  senfice  with  respect 
to  annual  and  sick  leave,  longevity  pay,  com¬ 
pensatory  time,  and  promotion,  and  for  oth¬ 
er  purposes  with  amendments  (Rept.  No. 
871). 

By  Mr.  JGHNSTON  of  South  Carolina,  from 
the  Committee  ofi  Fost  Office  and  Civil 
Service :  / 

H.  R.  3383.  A  bill  to  provide  that  extra  com¬ 
pensation  for  might  work  paid  officers  and 
employees  of  -the  United  States  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  on  the  basis  of  either  standard  or  day¬ 
light-saving  time;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  ])Jo.  873);  and 

II.  R.  3826.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  Janu¬ 
ary  16,  1883,  an  act  to  regulate  and  improve 
the  civil  service  of  the  United  States;  with¬ 
out  amendment  (Rept.  No.  874). 

By  Mr.  O’MAHONEY,  from  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 

H.  R.  4943.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  admission  of  the  State  of  Idaho 
into  the  Union  by  increasing  the  period  for 
which  leases  may  be  made  of  public  lands 
granted  to  the  State  by  such  act  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  875) ;  and 

H.  R.  5207.  A  bill  to  amend  section  50  of 
the  Organic  Act  of  Puerto  Rico;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  876). 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

S.  738.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Earl  B.  Hoch- 
walt;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  877); 
and 

S.  1801.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Effie  S. 
Campbell;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
878). 

SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  ALIENS— REPORT  OF  A  COMMIT¬ 
TEE 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President, 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  I 
report  an  original  concurrent  resolution, 
and  I  submit  a  report  (No.  853)  therfeon. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received,  and  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  will  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
R^s.  62)  favoring  the  suspension  of  de¬ 
portation  of  certain  aliens,  was  ordered 
to  be- placed  on  the  calendar,  as  follows: 

Resotved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring) ,  That  the  Congress 
favors  the^euspension  of  deportation  in  the 
case  of  each  alien  hereinafter  named,  in 
which  case  the  Attorney  General  has  sus¬ 
pended  deportation  for  more  than  6  months. 

A-6201169,  Abadi,  Simon  Ezra. 

A-1029369,  Abdullah,  Abdi,  or  Akbar  Mo- 
hamed  or  Abdi  Moltamed. 

A-6245562,  Agarwaf^  Friederecka  or  Fred- 
erecka  Beatrice  Maria\nee  Saela  or  Freda 
Moyea. 

A-2329081,  Aleci,  Giusepoe. 

A-3007951,  Ali,  Tahir  o^yTahir  Ullah  or 
Tiah  Ali  or  Tiah  Ullah. 

A-5356203,  Andreadis,  Stamfltios  or  Stam- 
atos  John  Andreadis  or  Steve  i^drews. 

A-5479649,  Arkell,  Marjorie  Eldi^ne. 

A-3260444,  Avgoustis,  Nicholas  St\ianos  or 
Nicholas  Stelianou- Avgoustis. 

A-5421256,  Baer,  Hans. 

A-3722049,  Baros,  Nicholas  or  Nicholas 
Barus. 

A-5262324,  Bavas,  Athanasios 
Thomas  Bavas) . 
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ie  purpose  of  proposing  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4^6)  making  appropriations  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Security  Council,  the  National  Se- 
curicV  Resources  Board,  and  for  military 
functions  administered  by  the  National 
Militar^Establishment  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  Jutoe  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Allowing  amendment,  namely: 

Page  83,  linb  19,  after  the  word  “Corps” 
Insert  the  follfltoring:  “,  Naval  Reserve,  or 
Marine  Corps  Relive.” 

Mr.  THOMAS  W  Oklahoma.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  rule^KL  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate  Tjiereby  give  notice 
in  writing  that  it  is  mj^intention  to  move 
to  suspend  paragraph  4S)f  rule  XVI  for 
the  purpose  of  proposing  t\the  bill  (H.  R. 
4146)  making  appropriationsfor  the  Na¬ 
tional  Security  Council,  the  National  Se¬ 
curity  Resources  Board,  and  f ok  military 
functions  administered  by  the  Vational 
Military  Establishment  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  othenour- 
poses,  the  following  amendment,  namV 

Page  89,  line  5,  strike  out  section  622  all 
insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  622.  (a)  All  negotiated  contracts  in'" 
excess  of  $1,000  entered  into  during  the  fiscal 
year  1950  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Department 
of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy, 
or  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  and  all 
subcontracts  thereunder  In  excess  of  $1,000, 
are  hereby  made  subject  to  the  Renegotiation 
Act  of  1948  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  If  such  contracts  and  sub¬ 
contracts  were  required  by  such  act  to  con¬ 
tain  the  renegotiation  article  prescribed  in 
subsection  (a)  of  such  act.  Each  contract 
and  subcontract  made  subject  to  the  Rene¬ 
gotiation  Act  of  1948  by  this  section  shall 
contain  an  article  stating  that  it  is  subject  to 
the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1949.  In  determin¬ 
ing  whether  the  amounts  received  or  ac¬ 
crued  to  a  contractor  or  subcontractor  dur¬ 
ing  his  fiscal  year  from  contracts  and  sub¬ 
contracts  subject  to  the  Renegotiation  Act 
of  1948  amount  in  the  aggregate  to  $100,000, 
receipts  or  accruals  from  contracts  and  sub¬ 
contracts  made  subject  to  such  act  by  this 
section  shall  be  added  to  receipts  or  accruals 
from  all  other  contracts  and  subcontracts 
subject  to  such  act. 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  any  agreement  to 
the  contrary,  the  profit-limitation  provisions 
of  the  act  of  March  27,  1934  (48  Stat.  603, 
505),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  6hall 
not  apply  to  any  contract  or  subcontract 
which  is  subject  to  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  A 
1948.” 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma  also  si 
mitted  six  amendments  intended  tj/be 
proposed  by  him  to  House  bill  4146yfiiak- 
ing  appropriations  for  the  National  Se¬ 
curity  Council,  the  National  ^Security 
Resources  Board  and  for  military  func¬ 
tions  administered  by  the  National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  amVior  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  were  ord^d  to  lie  on  the 
table  and  to  be  printe 

(For  texts  of  amendments  referred  to, 
see  the  foregoing  notices.) 

TRIBUTE  TO  HOJt  ARTHUR  CAPPER  BY 
F.  WyBRINKERHOFF 

[Mr.  REED  ,/sked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printecDln  the  Record  an  editorial  in 
tribute  to  farmer  Senator  Capper,  by  F.  W. 
Brinkerhojr,  of  the  Pittsburg  (Kans.)  Sun, 
which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

PLANNING  FOR  RURAL  PROGRAM 
NEEDS— ADDRESS  BY  ARTHUR  C.  PAGE 

yfMr.  LUCAS  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  address  en¬ 
titled  “Planning  for  Rural  Program  Needs,” 


delivered  by  Arthur  C.  Page  over  radio 
station  WLS,  before  the  First  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Broadcasters  Program  Clinic,  at 
Northwestern  University,  Chicago,  HI.,  on 
June  28,  1949,  which  appears  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

SUBSIDIZATION  OF  SOCIALIST  LABOR 
GOVERNMENT  IN  GREAT  BRITAIN— 
ARTICLE  BY  ELIZUR  YALE  SMITH 

[Mr.  KEM  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  article  en¬ 
titled  "Stop!  Look!  and  Listen!”  written  by 
Elizur  Yale  Smith,  and  published  in  the 
New  Bedford  (Mass.)  Standard-Times  of 
July  30,  1949,  which  appears  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

TELEVISION  SETS  IN  OFFICES  OF  ADMI¬ 
RALS— ARTICLE  FROM  PHILADELPHIA 
INQUIRER 

[Mr.  FLANDERS  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  excerpt 
from  an  article  entitled  "Washington  Back¬ 
ground,”  edited  by  John  C.  O’Brien,  and  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer  of  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1949,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

NEW  SUPER  LIBERTY  LEAGUE— ARTICLE 
FROM  IN  FACT 

[Mr.  NEELY  asked  and  obtained  leave  tc 
ave  printed  in  the  Record  an  article  ejr- 
tilted  “Inner  Circle  of  Native  Fascism  PUms 
Ne^L  Super  Liberty  League;  ‘Leak’  Spoils 
Secret  Conclave,”  published  in  In  Fact  for 
July  rL  1949,  which  appears  in  Jfae  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  WELFARE— JfDITORIAL 
FROM  NEW  YORK  HERALD .TRIBUNE  ON 
REORGANISATION  PLAN  itfo.  1 

[Mr.  HUNT  aEced  and  Retained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  nye  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  "Suspicion  oSter  PJan  No.  1,”  published 
in  the  New  York  Hefeftlu  Tribune  of  August 
5,  1949,  which  appear^fc  the  Appendix.] 


1Y  ENGINEERS— 
DE  ROOS  AND 


CONGRESS  AND  THE  AS 
ARTICLE  BYVROBER7 
ARTHUR  A.  JflAASS 

[Mr.  MURJ&Y  asked  and  Obtained  leave 
to  have  pointed  in  the  Record  an  article 
entitled  “Jfhe  Lobby  That  Can’t  Be  Licked — 
Congresar  and  the  Army  Engineers,”  by 
Rober^me  Roos  and  Arthur  A.  Maas,  from 
Harpers  magazine,  which  appears  ft  the 
ApMndix.] 

IE  CLARK  AND  McGRATH  APPOI 
MENTS— EDITORIAL  FROM  THE  NASI 
VILLE  TENNESSEAN 

[Mr.  KEFAUVER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Friends — Why  Not?”  published  in  the 
Nashville  Tennessean  of  August  3,  1949, 
which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

REPEAL  OF  WAR  EXCISE  TAXES— EDITO¬ 
RIAL  FROM  THE  NEW  YORK  HERALD 
TRIBUNE 

[Mr.  KEFAUVER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Repeal  the  War  Excise  Taxes,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune  of 
August  1,  1949,  which  appears  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

EXTENSION  OF  RECIPROCAL  TRADE 
AGREEMENTS  PROGRAM 

[Mr.  KEFAUVER  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  en¬ 
titled  "Renew  Without  Delay  This  Vital  Pro¬ 
gram,”  published  in  the  Atlanta  Journal  of 
July  3,  1949,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

ELIMINATION  OF  CERTAIN  PREMIUM 
PAYMENTS  IN  PURCHASE  OF  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  ROYALTY  OIL 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 


Representatives  tn  the  bill  (S.  1647)  to 
eliminate  premium  payments  in  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  Government  royalty  oil  under 
existing  contracts  entered  into  pursuant 
to  the  act  of  July  13,  1946  (60  St*.  533), 
which  were,  to  strike  out  all ^fter  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert:  yT 

That  where,  under  any  existing  contract 
entered  into  pursuant  to  thamrst  proviso  in 
the  second  paragraph  of  section  36  of  the 
Mineral  Lands  Leasing  Act  of  February  25, 
1920,  as  amended  (30  U.JS.  C.,  sec.  192),  any 
refinery  is  required  to  pay  a  premium  price 
for  the  purchase  of  Government  royalty  oil, 
such  refinery  may,  fit  its  option,  by  written 
notice  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  elect 
either  — 

( 1 )  to  terminate  such  contract,  the  termi¬ 
nation  to  taIG  place  at  the  end  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  month  following  the  month  in  which 
such  notice  is  given;  or 

(2)  to/etain  such  contract  with  the  modi¬ 
fication^;  that  (a)  the  price,  on  and  after 
Marcyl,  1949,  shall  be  as  defined  in  the 
contact,  without  premium  payments,  (b) 
anjr  credit  thereby  resulting  from  past  pre¬ 
lum  payments  shall  be  added  to  the  re- 

Inery’s  account,  and  (c)  the  Secretary  may, 
'at  his  option,  ele't  to  terminate  the  contract 
as  so  modified,  such  termination  to  take 
place  at  the  end  of  the  third  calendar  month 
following  the  month  in  which  written  notice 
thereof  is  given  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  2.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  ap¬ 
ply  to  all  existing  contracts  for  the  purchase 
of  Government  royalty  oil  entered  into  after 
the  approval  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1946  (60 
Stat.  633),  and  prior  to  the  approval  of  this 
act,  irrespective  of  whether  a  determination 
of  preference  status  was  made  in  connection 
with  the  award  of  such  contracts,  but  shall 
not  apply  to  any  such  contract  which  sub¬ 
sequent  to  its  award  has  been  transferred, 
through  the  acquisition  of  stock  interests  or 
other  transactions,  to  the  ownership  or  con¬ 
trol  of  a  refinery  ineligible  for  a  preference 
under  said  act  of  July  13,  1946,  and  the  regu¬ 
lations  in  force  thereunder  at  the  time  of 
such  transfer. 

Sec.  3.  Any  of  the  lands  added  to  the 
Shasta  National  Forest,  Calif.,  by  the  act  of 
March  19,  1948,  Public  Law  449  (80th  Cong., 
2d  sess.),  which  constitute  lands  acquired 
with  funds  of  the  United  States  shall,  except 
as  to  deposits  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  7,  1947,  Public  Law  382 
(80th  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  be  open  to  mineral 
exploration,  development,  and  operation  un¬ 
der  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe  with  the 
^consent  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

^And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
act  to  eliminate  premium  payments 
in  ftoe  purchase  of  Government  royalty 
oil  urMer  existing  contracts  entered  into 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  July  13,  1946  (60 
Stat.  5334.  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  by 
authority  o\the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  I  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  thaHouse  amendments,  with 
an  amendment  tfl^trike  out  all  of  section 
3  bf  the  House  amendment.  This  meas¬ 
ure  was  recommenced  by  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  ^Committee  of  the 
Senate,  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of 
the  House,  and  the  SmaB^3usiness  Com¬ 
mittees  of  both  Houses. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  questiV1? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Which  Small  Hpsiness 
Committee — the  one  which  is  ndw  de¬ 
funct? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  several  y&ars 
ago  Congress  enacted  a  law  intended  \o 
be  for  the  benefit  of  small  refiners. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  It  was  referred  to  as 
the  CKJVIahoney  measure,  in  which  I  was 
glad  toSjoin  as  a  sponsor. 

Mr.  OWfAHONEY.  Yes;  but,  to  our 
disappointment,  we  found  that  in  en¬ 
forcing  thaNaw  the  Department  was  col¬ 
lecting  premium  payments.  These  pay¬ 
ments  have  noy  been  found  to  be  very 
burdensome  to  che  refiners.  The  Inte¬ 
rior  Department  Wis  agreed  to  the  bill 
introduced  by  the  Stator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Johnson]  to  amend  the  original  act 
so  as  to  relieve  the  lessees  or  the  holders 
of  contracts  from  the\requirement  of 
paying  these  royalties.  The  House  bill 
does  precisely  that,  in  different  language, 
but  section  3,  which  was  added  by  the 
House,  refers  to  an  altogether\mrelated 
subject;  namely,  it  adds  certain  lands  to 
the  Shasta  National  Forest,  in  Cal\ornia, 
and  provides  for  the  mineral  exploration 
and  development  of  such  lands  under 
rules  and  regulations  to  be  made  by  th,e 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  when  approved, 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  It  has  S 
nothing  to  do  with  the  subject  matter, 
and  the  committee  felt  that  section  3 
should  be  stricken  from  the  bill.  I  there¬ 
fore  make  that  motion. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  House  amendment 
changing  the  title. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
RESTRICTIONS  ON  EXPORT  OP  AMERICAN 
LUMBER 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  a  letter  written  to  me  by  E.  S. 
Miller,  of  Jackson,  Tenn.,  under  date  of 
July  23,  1949,  relating  to  restrictions  on 
export  of  American  lumber;  a  letter 
signed  “Otto,”  addressed  to  Miller  &  Co., 
dated  July  19,  1949,  replying  to  assertions 
made  by  EC  A  on  the  subject  of  the  hard¬ 
wood  situation;  and  my  letter  of  reply 
to  Mr.  Miller. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Miller  &  Co., 

Jackson,  Tenn.,  July  23,  1949./ 
Hon.  Kenneth  McKellar, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.  / 

My  Dear  Senator  McKellar:  Attached  to 
this  letter  you  will  find  excerpt  of  a  letter 
we  have  received  from  one  of  our  very  fine 
employees  who  lives  in  Selma,  Ala.,  and 
works  in  our  Selma,  Ala.,  office,/ 

We  give  you  a  brief  background  of  Mr. 
Otto  Hoersting.  He  came  to  this  country  in 
1939  from  a  small  town  within  about  8  miles 
of  the  German  border  in  Holland.  He  in¬ 
tended  to  stay  with  us  12  months  to  try  to 
learn  something  about  the  lumber  business 
1  and  the  way  it  is  done  in  this  country  and, 
of  course,  his  country  was  overrun,  as  you 
know,  by  the  Germans.  He  then  served  sev¬ 
eral  years  during  the  war  with  the  Dutch 
forces  in  the  East;  was  there  in  the  beginning 
of  the  Jap  invasion:  luckily  got  to  Australia. 
H.  came  b^ck  and  had  extensive  training  at 
Jackson.  Miss.,  was  then  back  in  active  duty 
again  for  a  couple  more  years  or  so.  At  the 
time  he  left  to  join  up  with  the  Dutch  reserve 
forces  in  New  York  he  married  a  Selma,  Ala., 
girl  and  now  has  two  little  children. 

In  April  1948  Mr.  Hoersting  and  family 
visited  his  mother  and  sister  in  Holland  for 


the  first  time  since  he  came  to  this  country. 
At  that  time  he  made  some  complimentary 
business  calls  on  our  connections  in  the 
Netherlands,  France,  England,  and  Scotland 
but  did  not  get  a  single  order  on  account 
of  the  restrictions  on  lumber  and  lumber 
products  from  this  country,  which  as  you 
know,  has  been  pretty  widely  discussed  with¬ 
in  the  past  few  weeks.  We  do,  however,  want 
you  to  have  a  little  more  first-hand  news; 
hence,  the  excerpt  of  three  paragraphs  of 
Otto’s  letter  that  we  have  just  received  at 
this  office.  We  can  assure  you  that  these 
three  paragraphs  were  not  written  on  his 
part  with  any  thought  of  being  referred  to 
you  but  is  only  a  part  of  a  two-page  letter 
reporting  briefly  to  the  writer  on  his  trip. 

We  have  not  only  had  a  representative  in 
Europe  on  these  two  different  occasions  but 
many  cables,  trans-Atlantic  telephone  calls, 
air-mail  letters,  etc.,  however,  for  the  past 
2  years  our  export  business  has  been  prac¬ 
tically  nil;  just  a  few  cars  with  exception 
of  2  years  ago  this  past  April  Mr.  Stanley 
Lewis,  of  the  British  timber  control,  was  in 
this  country  and  we  agreed  with  him  and 
did  furnish  eight  to  ten  million  feet  of  prin¬ 
cipally  the  grades  and  species,  especially  No.  1 
common  and  select  plain  oak,  which  is  now 
yards,  comparatively  speaking,  without 
aftv  takers.  We  know  from  past  experience/^ 
thiklumber  will  eventually,  and  that  befone 
too  fcqng,  become  infested  with  worms  arid 
lyctusvbeetle,  in  which  event  will  be  prac¬ 
tically  Useless  other  than  for  dunnage. 

From  tW  very  beginning  of  our  companies 
we  developed  an  export  business  and  during 
the  depression  years  and  up  until  World  War 
II  the  writenjsometimes  made  two  selling 
trips  a  year  to  fcirope,  some  of/6ur  salesmen 
or  officials  of  thk, company  made  one  trip  a 
year.  Our  business  then,  w &  would  say,  was 
about  50  percent  export./ 

We  have  a  reforesttetip-h  program  on  and 
are  planting  more  tree|ythan  we  are  cutting. 
We  have  not  closed  down  any  of  our  mills 
and  in  some  instances  raided  wages  the  1st 
of  January;  but  Without '■some  additional 
business  on  the  kinds  of  lumber  we  are  hav¬ 
ing  to  continue  putting  on  sticks,  our  re¬ 
serve  strength/will  be  gone.  ImJact,  within 
the  past  12>fiionths  we  have  wonted  into  a 
weak  casly  position  from  a  comparatively 
strong  o lye,  which  will  mean  we,  tooXwiH  be 
numbered  with  the  closed-down  mins  and 
our  reforestation  program  will  either  bk  put 
to  an  end  or  drastically  curtailed  and  ttjat 
much  source  of  revenue  coming  from  us  'tp 
help  maintain  our  Government  and  our  manf 
welfare  institutions  will  be  lost. 

There  are  no  complaints  from  us  to  our 
Senator  or  any  of  the  other  Members  of  the 
law-making  body,  including  our  President. 
Instead,  we  want  to  compliment  you  on  the 
good  things  that  you  have  accomplished  and 
other  high  ideals  for  the  future  welfare  of 
our  Nation  and  other  peoples  of  the  earth. 
We  are  still  hopeful  that  matters  will  soon 
be  adjusted  whereby  our  natural  business 
relations  can  be  established,  as  our  industry, 
like,  no  doubt,  many  others,  to  be  healthy 
has  to  have  an  export  outlet  for  a  portion 
of  its  product. 

With  best  wishes  for  your  continued  good 
health,  we  are. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Miller  &  Co., 

E.  S.  Miller. 

Miller  &  Co.,  Inc., 

Selma,  Ala.,  July  19,  1949. 

Miller  &  Co., 

Jackson,  Tenn. 

(Attention  Mr.  E.  S.  Miller.) 

Dear  Mr.  Miller:  This  is  to  report  my 
return  home  on  Sunday,  July  17.  The  trip 
to  South  Africa  was  most  interesting  and  I 
have  worked  hard  in  trying  to  locate  people 
who  are  interested  in  hardwood  lumber,  pine 
lumber,  and  hardwood  flooring.  I  think  that 
before  too  long  we  will  get  some  business 


from  there,  but  at  this  moment  the  people 
in  South  Africa  are  rather  afraid  of  spend¬ 
ing  their  curtailed  dollars  for  American  goods 
since  they  are  finding  that  the  prices  of 
almost  all  American  products  are  declining 
sharply.  There  is  little  that  one/can  say 
against  this  attitude  of  the  buyer'  who  does 
not  want  to  purchase  in  a  declining  market. 

Of  course,  I  trust  that  yen/  have  heard 
about  the  circumstances  whiph  made  it  nec¬ 
essary  for  me  to  return  home  at  an  earlier 
date  than  I  had  planned.  Fortunately,  my 
activities  in  South  Africa  were  almost  to  an 
end.  I  stopped  over  for  1  day  in  Amsterdam 
and  talked  to  Bakker,  and  I  had  to  skip  my 
plans  to  stop  over  in  London  where  I  had 
planned  to  see  Mr.  Stanley  Lewis  and  also 
Duncan  Ewing  and  our  various  other  friends. 
I  am  very  sorry  that  through  these  circum¬ 
stances  this  point  of  call  had  to  be  dismissed 
but  after  receiving  the  cables  from  Mr. 
Buchanan,  I  did  not  think  that  I  should  re¬ 
main  away  from  home  any  longer. 

While  in  Amsterdam  I  found  Max  Bakker 
in  his  office,  and  I  had  a  long  talk  with  him. 
He  advised  that  there  is  at  present  abso¬ 
lutely  no  business  in  sight  in  Holland.  It 
is  very  much  regretted  by  them  that  at  pres¬ 
ent  circumstances  will  not  permit  them  to 
’  purchase  American  hardwoods.  The  main 
reason  for  this  is  that,  of  course,  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  stipulates  that  wherever  possible 
the  countries  participating  in  the  Marshall 
plan  should  trade  among  themselves  these 
such  commodities  that  are  available.  For 
this  reason,  Holland  has  been  forced  to  buy 
oak  lumber  from  France  and  from  Germany, 
and  also  Yugoslavia.  The  general  prices  of 
the  American  woods  are  lower  than  the  prices 
for  the  lumber  which  they  buy  in  Europe, 
and  this  again  is  an  example  of  the  con¬ 
fronting  circumstances  that  are  created 
when  commerce  is  regulated  by  people  who 
work  on  the  theoretic  angle  rather  than  on 
the  practical  one. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

Otto. 


CORRECTIONS  AND  REPLIES  TO  ASSERTIONS  MADE 

BY  THE  ECA  ON  THE  SUBJECT  OF  THE  HARD¬ 
WOOD  SITUATION 

Assertion:  The  statement  has  been  made 
that,  “To  secure  the  success  of  the  recovery 
program  by  1952-53,  the  U.  K.  must  *  *  * 

wherever  possible,  purchase  from  nondollar 
sources.”  Other  statements  are  made  to  the 
effect  that  nondollar  purchases  negotiated 
with  Communist  satellites,  are  simply  barter 
deals  and  that  soft  currencies,  primarily 
sterling,  are  being  used  simply  as  a  medium 
of  exchange. 

The  facts:  I  is  our  contention  that  in  the 
long  run  there  is  no  difference  between  a 
purchase  in  a  Communist  satellite  country 
by  barter  or  sterling  than  a  purchase  made 
with  ECA  and  free  dollars.  The  United 
States  is  pumping  about  $1,000,000,000  an¬ 
nually  into  the  British  economy  in  addition 
to  the  United  Kingdom  dollar  receipts  from 
transportation,  services,  and  goods  exported 
by  them  to  the  United  States.  It  is  not  pos¬ 
sible  for  British  goods  being  sold  or  bartered 
to  eastern  European  countries  in  return  for 
their  hardwoods,  not  to  have  been  made  in 
part  from  material  purchased  with  dollars, 
or  for  the  sterling  used  to  buy  hardwoods 
from  eastern  European  countries  not  to  have 
been  obtained  from  products  wholly  or  partly 
made  from  dollar-purchased  goods.  In  short, 
American  dollars  are  releasing  British  ster¬ 
ling  which  is  then  available  to  purchase 
hardwood  lumber  from  nondollar  sources  to 
the  detriment  of  the  American  hardwood 
lumber  and  plywood  industry. 

Assertion:  ECA  press  release  No.  563  of 
April  29,  is  repeatedly  referred  to  as  a  meas¬ 
ure  of  relief. 

The  facts:  This  press  release  announced  a 
policy  of  the  ECA  which  would  require  that 
when  ECA  dollars  were  used  for  the  purchase 
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of  lumber,  the  American  lumber  manufac¬ 
turer  would  be  given  an  opportunity  to  bid 
in  competition  with  any  other  dollar  source. 
While  this  policy  may  be  helpful  to  other 
segments  of  the  lumber  Industry,  it  is  of  no 
avail  to  the  hardwood  lumber  and  plywood 
producers.  The  policy  applies  only  to  dollar 
purchases,  while  the  hardwoods  which  are 
taking  the  place  of  the  American  hardwoods 
in  the  world  market  are  being  purchased  for 
sterling  and  other  soft  currencies. 

Assertion:  It  is  repeatedly  stated  that 
business  would  have  been  much  worse  if 
there  had  been  no  ECA. 

The  facts:  As  there  have  been  no  orders 
for  American  hardwood  lumber  this  year, 
from  the  U.  K.,  it  could  not  get  worse.  In 
the  absence  of  the  recovery  program,  Amer¬ 
ican  hardwood  producers  would  at  least  have 
an  opportunity  to  compete  in  the  world 
market. 

Assertion:  It  has  been  stated  that  ECA  did 
not  cause  the  stoppage  of  buying  of  American 
hardwoods. 

The  facts:  We  believe  that  it  is  not  Just 
coincidence  that  with  the  advent  of  the 
European  recovery  program,  orders  for  Amer¬ 
ican  hardwoods  virtually  ceased,  and  what 
is  practically  a  boycott  has  since  existed. 
Not  a  single  order  for  American  hardwood 
lumber  or  plywood  has  been  placed  since 
December  1948. 

Assertion:  It  is  stated  that  ECA  would 
eventually  assist  the  hardwood  Industry  by 
building  up  the  ERP  countries. 

The  facts:  This  is  absurd.  Markets  once 
lost  are  seldom  regained.  “Eventually” 
would  be  too  long  because  few  in  the  hard¬ 
wood  lumber  and  plywood  Industry  could 
exist  until  the  end  of  the  ECA  in  1953. 

Assertion:  It  is  stated  that  the  diversion 
of  hardwood  imports  by  the  ERP  recipient 
nations  from  the  United  States  of  America 
to  Communist  countries  is  necessary  in  the 
light  of  the  European  economic  crisis  due 
to  their  dollar  shortage. 

The  facts:  In  the  past  50  years  there 
have  been  a  lot  of  exchange  problems.  There 
have  been  wars,  and  pounds  and  dollars  have 
fluctuated  on  the  world  market.  If  the  Brit¬ 
ish  and  other  European  users,  are  smart  as 
they  are  and  as  good  traders  as  they  are, 
have  been  buying  American  hardwoods  al¬ 
most  exclusively  for  50  years,  there  must  have 
been  a  basis-  or  reason  for  it.  Now  they  are 
paying  50  percent  more  for  an  Inferior  qual¬ 
ity  of  lumber.  We  do  not  believe  there  is  any 
sterling  consideration  that  can  outweigh  the 
need  for  a  sound  economic  plan. 

Assertion:  Statements  are  frequently  made 
which  tend  to  disguise  and  distort  the  hard¬ 
wood  lumber  situation  by  quoting  figures 
and  percentages  which  include  United  States 
softwoods,  ties,  and  other  products,  and  by 
quoting  Canadian  export  figures  and  per¬ 
centages. 

The  facts:  Lumber  and  plywood  exported 
by  the  American  hardwood  Industry  is  not 
in  competition  with  export  items  produced 
by  United  States  softwood  producers  or  by 
the  Canadian  hardwood  and  softwood  in¬ 
dustries.  The  hardwood  Industry  is  inter¬ 
ested  in  only  reestablishing  its  export  mar¬ 
ket  which  has  always  been  competitive  with 
European  and  tropical  countries. 

Assertion:  There  has  been  a  tendency  on 
the  part  of  some  ECA  officials  to  underrate 
the  importance  of  our  hardwood  export  mar¬ 
ket  to  the  United  States  economy,  because 
the  prewar  average  was  only  300  million  feet, 
which  is  approximately  20,000  car  loads. 

The  facts:  Lumber  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  industries  in  many  of  our  States. 
This  footage  represents  a  large  percentage  of 
the  higher  grades  of  the  hardwood  species 
which  the  mills  must  produce  if  they  are  to 
run.  To  cut  a  tree  economically,  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  sell  all  that  the  tree  produces.  Today 
the  markets  are  glutted  with  this  high-grade 
stock,  normally  exported,  and  it  is  appalling 
to  see  the  amount  that  is  rotting  and  de¬ 


teriorating  in  the  yards  for  the  want  of  mar¬ 
kets.  Serious  economic  repercussions  are 
developing  as  more  and  more  mills  shut 
down,  throwing  thousands  of  men  out  of 
work  and  curtailing  the  earnings  of  thous-- 
ands  more. 

Miller  &  Co. 

August  6,  1949. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Miller;  ———————— - — " 

Jackson,  Tenn. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Miller:  Your  letter  of  July 
23  has  just  been  received. 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  the  fault  of 
ithe  post  office  or  of  my  own  office.  At  all 
|  events,  I  have  just  read  it  and  am  greatly 
!  obliged  for  your  sending  me  these  facts.  I 
]  shall  put  them  in  the  Record  on  Monday. 

The  American  people  ought  to  know  this 
situation.  I  am  doing  everything  I  can  to 
jhelp  the  lumber  people  of  my  State  and  the 
!  country. 

Thanking  you  for  your  letter,  I  am. 
Sincerely,  your  friend, 

!  Kenneth  McKellar, 

United  States  Senator. 

A  FEW  COMMENTS  ABOUT  THE  WHITE 

(PAPER  ON  CHINA,  BY  PATRICK  J.  HUR¬ 
LEY 

jvMr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
’unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
thesbody  of  the  Record  a  statement  en- 
titleck ‘‘A  Few  Comments  About  1,000 
Pages\f  White  Paper,"  issued  by  Patrick 
J.  Hurley  on  August  7,  1949. 

There  Being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  fhJlows: 

■A  FEW  COMMENT9vABOUT  1,000  PAGES  OF  WHITE 
PAPER 

(By  Patrick  J.  Hurley) 

!  I  have  Just  receivecNand  hurriedly  read  the 
more  than  l,000-pag\  State  Department 
white  paper.  The  papek  is  a  smooth  alibi 
for  the  pro-Communists  imdhe  State  Depart¬ 
ment  who  have  engineered  \he  overthrow  otj 
jour  ally,  the  National  Government  of  th< 
Republic  of  China,  and  aided  li\the  Commy 
5iist  conquest  of  China. 

The  white  paper  seems  to  indicate 
the  State  Department  has  recovereckthe 
or  six  suitcases  full  of  State  Departme 
laments  that  were  given  or  sold  to  tlj 
(Communist  Amerasia  magazine.  T1 
paper  certainly  is  now  quoting  aforesaid  d9 
laments  that  were  not  available  toyrne  whei 
I  testified  in  December  1945  befonfe  the  For-'' 
eign  Relations  Committee  of  the  Senate.  The 
American  people  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
read  most  of  the  Chambers-Hiss  documents. 
Why  can’t  the  public  have  an  Opportunity  to 
Bee  the  Amerasia  papers  pertaining  to  China, 
and  have  an  explanation  of /the  reasons  why 
the  officials  arrested  by  thMF’BI  in  the  Amer¬ 
asia  case  were  released  a^a  whitewashed  by 
jthe  State  Department? 

'  My  directive  from  Prfsident  Roosevelt  in 
keeping  with  the  American  policy  in  China, 
was  to  prevent  the  collapse  of  the  National 
Government  of  the  Republic  of  China;  keep 
the  Chinese  Army  iiythe  field,  and  to  unify  all 
pnti-Japanese  arnyd  forces  and  bring  them 
under  the  contra/  of  the  National  Govern¬ 
ment.  There  went,  of  course,  numerous  other 
(directives  but  /he  foregoing  are  sufficient 
for  the  purpos/ of  showing  the  failure  of  the 
White  paper  \£  really  tell  what  happened  in 
China.  MosJf  of  the  quotations  attributed  to 
me  occurre<jrduring  the  war  when  Russia  was 
our  ally  aiid  we  were  attempting  to  unify 
all  the  rafilitary  forces  in  China  to  defeat 
Japan.  A  was,  of  course,  attempting  to  get 
the  Coimnunists  to  agree  to  the  policy  of  my 
Government. 

Be  mining  on  page  87  and  ending  on  page 
92,  vender  the  title  of  “American  Charge’s 
Recommendations,”  the  State  Department 
do£s  disfigure  the  recommendation  made  by 
lerican  Charg6  at  Chungking,  Mr.  George 


Atcheson.  The  recommendations  were  made 
in  my  absence  and  were  intended  to  destroy 
the  National  Government  of  the  Republic  of 
China,  by  arming  the  Chinese  Communist 
Party  whose  purpose  it  was  to  overthrow  the 
Government  which  I  was  directed  to  uphold. 
Fortunately,  when  the  pro-Communists  of 
the  State  Department  called  me  on  the  car¬ 
pet  all  primed  to  make  me  accept  the  Atche¬ 
son  proposal,  I  was  furnished  a  copy  of  the 
Atcheson  cable  which  I  now  have  before  me. 
I  quote  from  the  Atcheson  report:/ 

“The  President  should  Inform  the  gener¬ 
alissimo  in  definite  terms  that  the  military 
necessity  requires  that  we  supply  and  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Communists.”  / 

Atcheson  definitely  recommended  the  arm¬ 
ing  of  the  Communists  whose  purpose  it 
was  to  overthrow  our  ally  tile  National  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  Republic  of  China.  Now 
the  question  arises  who  jtere  the  pro-Com¬ 
munists  in  the  Embassy,  at  Chunking? — and 
I  am  quoting  again  from  George  Atcheson's 
message: 

“This  telegram  has/ been  drafted  with  the 
assistance  and  agreement  of  all  the  political 
officers  of  the  staff  jof  this  Embassy.” 

According  to  Atoneson;  every  official  in  the 
American  Embassy  in  China  was  in  favor  of 
arming  the  Chipese  Communists  whose  pur¬ 
pose  it  was  to  Overthrow  our  ally  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  CJlina,  which  I  was  directed  to 
uphold.  At  yie  close  of  the  Atcheson  report, 
the  State  Department  very  kindly  adds : 

"General  Hurley  strongly  opposed  the 
course  of  action  recommended  above  (by 
Charge  Atcheson)  and  it  remained  the  policy 
of  the  /United  States  to  supply  military 
materiel  and  financial  support  only  to  the 
recognized  Chinese  National  Goverment.” 

Wlj&t  the  white  paper  does  not  show  Is 
that  I  was  called  on  the  carpet  with  a  full 
arr/y  of  the  pro-Communists  of  the  State 
Dartment  as  my  Judges  and  questioners, 
defend  the  American  policy  in  China 
igalnst  “every  official  of  the  American  Em- 
sassy  in  China.”  I  won  over  all  of  their 
criticism  for  one  reason  only.  President 
Roosevelt  sustained  my  position  and  said  it 
was  in  keeping  with  the  traditional  American 
policy  in  China.  Nearly  all  the  officials  re¬ 
lieved  by  me  in  China  because  they  were  pro- 
Communist  are  now  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment — persumably  writing  alibi  white 

papers. 

Let  me  for  a  moment  discuss  a  more 
deep-seated  disagreement  which  I  have  with 
the  present  American  foreign  policy.  It  is 
truly  stated  in  the  white  paper  that  I  nearly 
always  agreed  with  the  announced  policy 
Vpf  the  President  and  the  various  Secretaries 
State.  I  criticized  the  wide  discrepancy 
b^ween  the  policy  stated  by  the  highest 
officials  and  the  policy  made  effective 
throughout  the  world  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment/VThe  policy  of  the  highest  officials  and 
the  Sta\  Department  are  not  alike.  They 
are  very  deferent  policies.  Let  us  look  at  the 
record : 

On  November  26,  1941,  Secretary  of  State 
Cordell  Hull  Bgmanded  an  agreement  by 
Japan  that: 

“The  Government  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Government  of  Japan  will  not  sup¬ 
port — militarily,  politically,  economically — • 
any  government  or  regime  in  China  other 
than  the  National  Government  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  China  with  capital  temporarily  at 
Chungking.” 

Secretary  Hull’s  policy  was  I\  keeping  with 
the  traditional  American  polioy  in  China. 
My  disagreement  was  not  withVfihe  policy 
stated  by  President  Roosevelt  orSPresident 
Truman,  or  Secretary  Hull.  It  was  Vlth  the 
policy  made  effective  all  over  the  world  by 
the  State  Department.  For  instance^  the 
Atlantic  Charter  adopted  before  we  entered 
the  war,  provides  that — 

The  nations  “seek  no  aggrandizement,  ter¬ 
ritorial  or  other.” 

And  again — • 
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The  nations  "respect  the  right  of  all  people 
to  choose  the  form  of  government  under 
Whlclv'they  will  live.” 

ThereSwere  other  provisions  of  the  Charter, 
hut  these'stwo  are  enough  for  the  point  I  am 
making.  Brttain  and  Russia,  the  United 
States  and  'China,  and  45  other  nations 
adopted  the  Atlantic  Charter  as  a  statement 
of  the  objectives  for  which  we  were  fighting. 
That  was  Roosev^t’s  policy,  and  I  was  for  it. 
Later,  Britain  and\Russia  attempted  to  se¬ 
cede  from  the  principles  they  had  agreed  to 
in  the  Atlantic  Charter.  At  President 
Roosevelt’s  direction,  prepared  at  Teheran 
what  is  known  as  the  IrS*i  declaration.  The 
Iran  declaration,  over  the  signatures  of 
Churchill  for  the  United  ^ingdom,  Stalin 
for  Soviet  Russia,  and  Roosevelt  for  the 
United  States,  under  date  of\pecember  1, 
1943,  reaffirmed  the  principles  of  ’the  Atlantic 
Charter  as  the  objectives  for  'which  the 
United  Nations  were  fighting. 

Then  came  the  Yalta  Conference.\Presi- 
dent  Roosevelt  was  a  sick  man  at  Yalta. 
The  State  Department  officials  took  txyer. 
The  secret  agreements  at  Yalta  surrendered 
every  principle  of  the  Atlantic  Charter  arid 
the  Iran  declaration.  My  controversy  con¬ 
cerning  Yalta  began  when  I  said  ours  is  a 
government  by  the  people,  and  the  people 
cannot  form  correct  conclusions  if  they  are 
not  given  all  the  facts.  I  demanded  the 
publication  of  the  secret  Yalta  agreements. 

Now  let  us  find  what  the  secret  Yalta 
agreements  did  to  China.  I  was  not  present 
at  Yalta.  China  was  not  represented  at 
Yalta.  A  secret  agreement  was  signed  by 
Churchill,  Stalin,  and  Roosevelt  giving  Rus¬ 
sia  a  preeminent  right  in  the  Chinese-Man- 
churian  Railways.  The  Yalta  secret  agree¬ 
ment  gave  Russian  a  preeminent  right  in  the 
Port  of  Dairen  in  China.  The  Yalta  secret 
agreement  gave  Russia  the  naval  base  of  Port 
Arthur  in  China.  All  of  these  concessions  to 
Russia  were  in  violation  of  America’s  tradi¬ 
tional  policy  in  China  and  in  violation  of 
China’s  right  to  territorial  integrity  and 
political  independence. 

The  Yalta  secret  agreement  is  the  blue¬ 
print  for  Communist  conquest  of  China. 
The  import  of  the  white  paper  to  the  effect 
that  we  were  compelled  to  meet  these  de¬ 
mands  of  Russia  because  we  were  afraid  of 
what  Russia  would  do  about  our  war  with 
Japan  is  not  a  satisfactory  reason  for  our 
entering  into  the  secret  agreements  of  Yalta. 
At  that  time  the  United  States  had  on  the 
land,  on  the  seas,  and  in  the  air  the  greatest 
military  power  ever  assembled  on  this  earth. 
America’s  military  power  at  the  time  of  Yalta 
was  invincible.  The  United  States  did  not  . 
need  Russia.  Russia  dared  not  oppose  the 
United  States.  Japan  was  already  defeated 
before  Russia  reached  the  Japanese  front. 
The  surrender  of  all  of  these  rights  to  Russia 
in  China  was  legally  and  morally  unjustified, 
and  no  white  paper  will  ever  be-  able  to 
change  the  history  of  America’s  diplomatic 
failure  in  China.  J 

The  white  paper  does  nobk attempt  to 
define  for  the  American  people  the  present 
American  policy  in  China,  j 

ALLEGED  DISCRIMINATION  AGAINST  NE¬ 
GRO  EMPLOYEES  BT21  BUREAU  OP  EN¬ 
GRAVING  AND  PRINTING 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  I  went  into  rather  a  detailed  dis¬ 
cussion  of  what  I  said  was  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  the  Bureau  of  Engraving  and 
Printing.  I  have  a  letter  written  to  me 
by  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  John  W. 
Snyder  in'  which  he  refutes  many  of  the 
statements  which  have  been  made  on 
this  subject. 

I  also  have  a  copy  of  a  letter  written 
by  Harry  B.  Mitchell,  President  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  to  Mr.  Milton. 


Kelenson,  United  Public  Workers  of 
America,  dated  January  17,  1949,  and 
Personnel  Circular  No.  136  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department,  dated  April  11,  1949, 
addressed  to  heads  of  bureaus,  offices, 
and  divisions,  Treasury  Department,  on 
the  subject  Procedures  Governing  Fair 
Employment  Practice. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
letters  and  the  circular  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  circular  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  August  6,  1949. 
Hon.  William  Lancer, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Lancer  :  The  attention  of 
the  Department  has  been  drawn  to  S.  J.  Res. 
122,  introduced  by  you  on  July  29,  1949,  and 
to  your  statement  in  support  of  it  made  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  the  same  day. 

The  resolution  would  provide  for  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  a  special  committee  composed  of 
,  members  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committees  of  both  Houses  and  would  direct 
this  committee  to  conduct  an  investigation 
into  specific  charges  that  the  Bureau  of  En- 
graitoig  and  Printing  of  this  Department.  Is 
guilty,  of  the  practice  of  discrimination 
againsfrats  Negro  employees. 

The  resolution  itself  does  not  state  or 
otherwise*  indicate  the  nature  of  these  “spe¬ 
cific  charged”  In  your  statement,  however, 
you  repeated  number  of  allegations  of  re¬ 
cent  currency,  ^some  general  and  some  spe¬ 
cific,  by  which W>urces  largely  outside  the 
Bureau  have  misrepresented  the  facts  and 
sought  to  impute  to  the  Bureau  a  policy  of 
racial  discriminatiori'jvhich  does  not  in  truth 
exist. 

You  charged  first  thaffiabout  2,000  printer’s 
assistants  at  the  Bureau,  most  of  them  Ne¬ 
gro  women,  have  been  recently  compelled  to 
compete  for  their  jobs  witlvU5,000  outsiders 
in  an  examination  having  little  relation  to 
the  job  to  be  done,  with  the  result  that  many 
Negro  women  with  training  ancKexperience 
will  shortly  be  displaced.  You 1  ,say  that 
plate  printers  who  were  on  a  wat-service 
status,  as  were  the  printer’s  assistant  Just 
referred  to,  but  who  are  not  Negroes,\were 
permitted  to  qualify  for  permanent  stilus 
without  any  such  examination. 

It  is  true  that  several  hundred  womet 
employed  in  the  Bureau  as  printer’s  assist-^ 
■  ants  will  in  due  course  be  replaced,  some  of 
them  being  Negro  and  some  white.  These 
women  are  all  war-service  appointees.  Their 
replacement  is  occasioned  by  their  failure  to 
qualify  for  retention  in  permanent  positions 
on  an  assembled  examination  given  under 
rules  promulgated  not  by  the  Bureau  or  the 
Treasury,  but  by  the  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion.  Plate  printers  on  war  service  ap¬ 
pointment  were  also  required  to  qualify  for 
permanent  status  by  examination,  in  com¬ 
petition  with  applicants  from  without  the 
Bureau.  This  examination  was  in  an  un¬ 
assembled  form.  However,  the  form  of  the 
two  examinations  as  well  as  the  necessity  for 
qualifying  under  them,  is  a  matter  dictated 
by  the  Commission  and  outside  this  Depart¬ 
ment’s  control. 

This  charge  is  identical  to  one  lodged  sev¬ 
eral  months  ago  with  the  Commission,  which 
the  President  of  the  Commission  answered 
at  length  in  a  letter  dated  January  17,  1949. 
A  copy  thereof  is  attached  for  your  further 
information. 

You  charged  secondly  that  an  examina¬ 
tion  recently  announced  for  plate  printers 
was  canceled  after  30  or  40  Negro  vet¬ 
erans  qualified  for  the  examination,  in  the 
face  of  an  alleged  shortage  of  plate  printers 
evidenced  by  overtime  work  presently  being 
required  of  them. 


The  fact  is  that  in  July  1948  there  existed 
a  shortage  in  the  ranks  of  plate  printers  and 
consideration  was  given  to  the  recruitment 
of  apprentices.  At  that  time  it  was  deter¬ 
mined  that  this  recruitment  would  be  made 
from  skilled  helpers  in  the  Bureau*  having 
veterans’  status.  The  files  of  the  Bureau 
disclosed  100  applicants  eligible  to  take  the 
examination  of  whom  49  were  Negroes. 
Shortly  after  the  examination  was  announced 
the  Bureau  learned  of  the  availability  of 
20  modern  intaglio  power  plate  printing 
presses  which  had  been  constructed  on  Rus¬ 
sian  order,  the  export  o^which  was  now  pro¬ 
hibited.  The  acquisition  of  these  presses 
and  the  redesign  of  >old  presses  made  it  ap¬ 
parent  that  current  and  foreseeable  printing 
schedules  in  the  Bureau  could  be  met  with 
existing  manpower  in  the  plate  printers’ 
trade  and  without  overtime.  In  fact  no  over¬ 
time  has  been  required  of  plate  printers  since 
May  31  of  .this  year.  Thus,  the  announced 
examination  could  have  been  held  and  ap¬ 
prentices  qualified  only  at  the  risk  of  creat¬ 
ing  an  excess  in  this  trade  which  would  re¬ 
quire  enforced  furloughs  without  pay.  In 
theTight  of  these  considerations  the  exami¬ 
nation  was  postponed. 

.  Thirdly,  you  charged  that  none  of  the  re¬ 
sponsible  supervisory,  professional,  or  cleri¬ 
cal  positions,  or  skilled  crafts  and  trade  jobs 
are  held  by  Negroes.  Specifically  you  charge 
that  of  the  more  than  3,000  Negro  employees, 
less  than  10  hold  bona  fide  supervisory  or 
clerical  positions. 

The  details  of  this  charge  are  not  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  true  facts,  which  themselves 
disprove  the  existence  of  Bureau  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  its  personnel  policies. 

The  promotion  policy  of  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  is  that  vacant  positions  above  the 
customary  recruiting  levels  in  each  bureau, 
office,  and  division  shall  be  filled  from  within 
by  the  promotion  of  qualified  employees 
whose  abilities  have  been  demonstrated  and 
who  have  the  capacity  to  undertake  more 
advanced  work,  and  that  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination  because  of  race,  color,  or 
creed.  Seniority  is  given  consideration  only 
when  all  other  qualifications  are  equal. 

There  are,  at  the  present  time,  210  super¬ 
visory  positions  in  the  Bureau  of  which  60 
require  a  civil-service  examination  for  pro¬ 
motion  and  63  an  apprenticeship  in  a  trade. 
There  remain  87  supervisory  positions  to 
which  promotions  may  be  made  administra¬ 
tively  and  of  these  87  positions,  26  or  29  per¬ 
cent,  are  occupied  by  Negroes. 

Under  civil-service  regulations,  appoint¬ 
ment  to  any  skilled  craft  in  the  Bureau  re¬ 
quires  a  4-year  apprenticeship  or  its  equiva- 
lt.  The  variable  work  load  of  the  Bureau 
dd*s  not  lend  itself  to  long-range  planning 
involving  apprenticeship  programs  and  at  the 
same '(time  to  maintenance  of  the  proper  re- 
lations'iup  between  man  power  and  work 
load.  Consequently,  the  appointment  of 
journeyman  craftsmen  is  usually  made  from 
the  registeiVof  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
or  by  transits  from  other  agencies  within 
the  Federal  dWernment. 

However,  in  Kime  of  the  maintenance 
crafts,  such  as  electricians,  carpenters,  and 
plumbers,  workers  with  5  years’  service  in  the 
Bureau  as  mechanmte  helpers  and  having 
acquired  the  necessar^knowledge  and  skills 
equivalent  to  a  full  apprenticeship  can  be 
promoted  to  journeymen^  In  at  least  two 
of  these  crafts,  Negro  workers  have  become 
craftsmen  or  are  in  the  process  of  becoming 
craftsmen.  It  is  anticipat^L  that  other 
Negro  helpers  will  become  craftsmen  in  the 
future. 

Of  the  6,027  employees  in  the  Bureau  of 
Engraving  and  Printing,  4,511  or  75^uercent 
of  the  total,  are  classified  in  the  crerical- 
mechanical  and  crafts,  protective,  andXcus- 
todial  services.  Of  these  4,511  employes, 
3,078  are  Negroes.  Opportunities  for  pro¬ 
motions  in  these  two  services  are  extremely. 
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\  its  remarkable  progress  in  the  field  of  racial 
^understanding,  and  it  still  is.  But  since  the 
tjommunists  decided  to  use  the  islands  as  a 
tSst  tuhe,  the  seeds  of  grave  unrest  have  been 
plskited  here  and  some  of  the  islanders  re¬ 
luctantly  admit  friction  may  develop,  f 

Thiey  see  President  Jack  Kawano  of  the 
striking  longshoremen’s  union  standing  be¬ 
fore  ah, audience  shouting: 

“Why  won’t  they  give  us  the  saline  wages 
they  pay  on  the  coast?”  He  pauses  dramati¬ 
cally,  points  to  his  bare  arm  and  roars: 

“Because  the  color  of  our  skjh  is  brown.” 

And  Strike  Organizer  H^nry  Schmit, 
Harry  Bridges’  aide,  will  tell  bis  hearers: 

"If  people  on  the  coast,  Mack  and  white,  ) 
receive  the  same  amount  of  wages  per  hour, 
then  you  people  who  Ijfeve  brown  skins 
should  also  receive  the  sajSie  wages  per  hour.” 

HAOLE  BOSS, •'NO  GOOD 

Alien  Filipinos,  whcycomprise  a  large  part 1 
of  the  striking  longshpremen,  and  one  of  the 
main  forces  in  the  pmeapple  and  sugar  fields, 
are  told  that  “a  hfeole  [white]  boss  is  no 
good.”  f 

These  are  things  you  hear  on  the  docks  ‘ 
and  in  the  fielp:  “The  employers  are  our  ; 
enemy;  we  must  stick  together  and  fight;  the  ' 
pineapple  industry  arrogantly  brushes  us  a 
few  miserabl/  crumbs;  a  stab  in  the  dark  at] 
our  union;  ijfie  wailing  and  gnashing  of  a  few 
millionaire^ fail  to  disturb  us”;  and  so  on. 

Loyal  Americans  here  among  the  workers 
of  all  races  wonder  how  much  of  that  can  be 
fed  to, -Chinese,  Japanese,  Filipinos,  Koreans, 
and  Native  Hawaiians  before  the  calculated 
reaction  is  produced  in  the  test  tube. 

Hopefully  they  look  toward  the  United 
States  Government  to  end  a  situation  that 
■threatens  to  become  not  only  intolerable  but 
a  grave  menace  to  the  once  undisputed 

pararilKP  of  t.hf  P^eifie  -  ...  -  i 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]  is  about  to  resume 
his  speech  on  the  amendment,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  I  am  a  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment,  I  am  wondering  if  I 
might  ask  unanimous  consent  to  make  a 
few  observations  in  support  of  the 
amendment  before  the  Senator  con¬ 
cludes  his  address. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Without,  of  course, 
prejudicing  the  Senator’s  right  to  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
George  in  the  Chair).  The  Senator 
from  Nebraska  may  proceed  with  that 
understanding. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  ECA  bill  providing  for  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  funds  came  up  in  the  last 
Congress  I  opposed  the  authorization 
legislation  because  I  felt  that  condi¬ 
tions,  beyond  direct  relief  and  beyond 
physical  aid  and  comfort,  should  have 
been  written  into  the  bill  so  as  to  at¬ 
tempt,  at  least,  to  see  to  it  that  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  would  take  care  of 
their  economic  problems  and  endeavor  to 
solve  them,  so  that  when  ECA  funds  were 
finally  expended  those  nations  would  be 
self-sustaining  and  would  accomplish 
the  purposes  for  which  ECA  was  intend¬ 
ed,  in  the  first  place.  None  of  us  will 


disagree  with  the  fact  that  food  should 
be  furnished  to  the  ECA  nations,  to¬ 
gether  with  medicine,  clothing,  and  even 
money,  to  help  rehabilitate  the.  produc¬ 
tivity  of  their  farms.  But  certain  funda¬ 
mental  economic  problems  which  con¬ 
fronted  those  nations  at  that  time  still 
confront  them.  The  question  is.  Are 
they  solving  those  problems  as  ECA 
funds  have  been  furnished  them? 

I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  all 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  editorial 
appearing  in  the  Saturday  Evening  Post 
of  August  6,  which  has  already  been 
introduced  into  the  Record  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Missouri  and  will  be  found 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record.  I  hope 
that  each  Senator  has  read  it.  In  that 
article  the  very  first  four  lines  sum  up 
the  introductory  remarks  which  I  have 
already  made. 

Here  is  what  the  editorial  says,  in 
part: 

It  is  now  plain  that  the  MarshaU  Plan, 
which  kept  the  bear  from  the  door  in 
western  Europe,  has  not  solved  the  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  of  Europe. 

That  is,  through  the  distribution  of 
food,  clothing,  medicines,  and  so  forth. 

As  the  editorial  proceeds,  it  gives  con¬ 
vincing  evidence  why  the  problems  have 
not  been  solved.  At  the  conclusion  of 
this  particular  phase  or  part  of  the  edi¬ 
torial  the  editor  says: 

But  the  Socialist  regime  in  England,  which 
regards  investment  as  immoral  and  insists 
on  backing  the  welfare  state  to  the  point  of 
national  bankruptcy,  is  a  weak  instrument 
for  carrying  out  the  necessary  adjustments. 

The  necessary  adjustments  to  which 
the  editor  is  referring  are  with  respect 
to  the  economic  problems  which  have  not 
been  solved.  One  of  them  is  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  economic  trade  barriers.  Every 
Senator  knows  that  Britain  is  not  mak¬ 
ing  any  progress  along  that  line.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  situation  is  just  the 
reverse.  More  bilateral  agreements  have 
been  entered  into,  including  the  one  with 
Russia,  exchanging  fabricated  materials, 
financed  by  ECA  dollars.  Then  there  is 
the  agreement  with  Argentina,  regard¬ 
ing  the  exchange  of  machinery  for  beef 
over  a  5-year  period.  That  is  another 
example.  One  could  stand  here  and  give 
a  number  of  such  examples.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  has 
very  carefully  covered  that  subject  in 
speeches  he  has  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  in  the  past  few  weeks,  as  did  the 
junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  when  the 
appropriation  measure  was  before  the 
Senate.  In  the  authorization  legisla¬ 
tion  the  purposes  of  ECA  are  set  forth, 
the  fine  purposes,  namely,  among  others, 
that  certain  economic  problems  must  be 
solved  by  1952,  and  among  them  are  the 
ones  I  have  just  suggested  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  what  the  Senator  is  saying 
about  economic  barriers.  I  inquire  of 
the  Senator  whether  he  has  in  mind  the 
barriers  as  between  the  European  coun¬ 
tries,  for  instance,  England  and  France, 


each  with  the  other,  quotas,  embargoes, 
and  the  manipulation  of  their  curren¬ 
cies  for  trade  advantage. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes.  Of  course,  there 
are  other  barriers,  but  the  ones  to  which 
I  am  referring  are  the  barriers  among 
themselves,  the  recipient  countries. 
When  they  joined  in  asking  for  this  mu¬ 
tual  aid,  they  agreed  amdng  themselves 
to  eliminate  the  economic  barriers  be¬ 
tween  themselves.  They  also  agreed  not 
to  go  outside  and  make  bilateral  agree¬ 
ments,  because  by  doing  that  they  would 
destroy  the  very  purpose  of  the  act. 
When  those  countries  accepted  this  aid, 
they  did  it  with  the  full  understanding 
that  they  would  not  only  eliminate  the 
economic  barriers  between  the  partici¬ 
pating  European  countries  so  far  as  trade 
was  concerned,  but  they  would  bring 
about  certainly  freedom  of  currencies  as 
they  did  business  among  themselves,  in 
other  words,  a  free  flow  of  exchange. 

Throughout  the  act  there  may  be 
cited  several  different  purposes  which  the 
participating  countries  agreed  to  follow, 
and  those  are  the  economic  problems 
about  which  this  editor  is  talking.  While 
it  is  true  that  we  have  kept  the  wolf 
from  the  door  by  sending  food,  medicine, 
and  clothing,  which  is  certainly  right¬ 
eous,  yet  when  we  evaluate  the  Marshall 
plan,  has  it  eliminated  the  economic 
barriers  which  must  be  eliminated  by 
1952,  if  we  are  not  to  find  ourselves  in 
the  same  situation  in  which  we  were 
when  the  original  act  was  passed  and 
in  which  we  are  now? 

I  should  like  to  suggest  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  that  the  report  given 
to  us  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  in  line  with 
the  observations  made  by  the  editor  of 
the  Saturday  Evening  Post.  While  I  do 
not  know  whether  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  subscribes  word  for  word  to 
what  the  editor  says,  yet,  as  I  understood 
his  report,  he  pointed  out  to  the  Senate 
as  problems  which  are  confronting  the 
European  countries  those  which  are 
referred  to  in  this  editorial. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Then,  when  these 
great  plans  for  a  United  States  of  Europe, 
or  a  federation  of  states  with  a  common 
currency  were  put  forth  by  Mr.  Churchill 
and  others,  and  accepted  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  as  an  earnest  effort  by  the 
European  countries  to  get  their  affairs  in 
order — provided  we  would  finance  them  * 
for  3  years — they  seemed  to  have  aban¬ 
doned  the  plans  as  soon  as  Congress  au¬ 
thorized  the  money — is  that  true? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly  there  was 
to  be  some  sort  of  union  under  which,  by 
multilateral  action,  economic  relief 
would  be  afforded  the  entire  group  of 
states. 

Mr.  MALONE.  If  the  Senator  will  fur¬ 
ther  yield,  that  included,  we  may  say,  a 
common  currency  among  the  nations, 
and  called  for  the  abandonment  of  the 
economic  fight  between  the  European 
nations  themselves. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  If  not  the  same  cur¬ 
rency,  at  least  it  would  be  allowed  to 
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reach  its  common  level  in  the  inter¬ 
change  of  such  currencies — without  arti¬ 
ficial  props.  Is  that  true? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  free  flow  of  cur¬ 
rency  was  one  of  the  main  objects  of  the 
ECA  Act. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  free  flow  of  cur¬ 
rency  of  course  has  been  defeated  from 
the  beginning  by  these  same  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  the  ECA,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  pound  has  been  pegged  at  a  ficti¬ 
tious  value.  The  pound  is  worth  about 
$2.25  or  $2.40  in  any  market  in  the  world, 
but  is  held  at  $4.03  in  England  through 
our  financial  assistance. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  sure  about 
the  value  of  the  pound,  but  in  the  main 
what  the  Senator  says  is  absolutely  true. 

Mr.  MALONE.  At  least  the  principle 
of  fictitious  values  for  the  European 
nations’  currency  has  been  carried  out 
in  that  manner. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  is  exactly  con¬ 
trary  to  the  Marshall  plan  or  ECA  agree¬ 
ment,  or  to  what  the  American  people 
were  led  to  believe  would  happen. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  in  contradiction 
of  the  main  purpose,  especially  of  the 
particular  section  of  the  basic  act  itself 
to  which  attention  has  been  called.  Un¬ 
less  there  is  a  free  flow  of  currency,  then 
each  country  is  confronted  with  the 
problem  of  coming  to  the  United  States 
for  dollars.  If  the  dollar  we  lend  one  of 
the  countries  can  be  used  so  that  it  cir¬ 
culates  in  their  medium  of  exchange  at 
a  fixed  rate  between  the  different  coun¬ 
tries,  that  $1  will  serve  the  purpose 
of  11  countries.  But  instead  of  do¬ 
ing  that,  barriers,  limitations,  and  re¬ 
strictions  are  imposed.  The  countries 
are  not  accomplishing  what  the  act  re¬ 
quires.  Each  country  comes  back  to  us 
and  says,  “We  have  a  deficit  balance. 
We  must  have  more  dollars.” 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  condition 
which  presently  exists,  namely,  that  if 
one  goes  to  an  exchange  headquarters  in 
New  York  City — the  National  City  Bank, 
the  Chase  National  Bank,  or  any  stand¬ 
ard  exchange  headquarters — if  he  is  a 
law-abiding  citizen,  and  does  not  deal 
in  the  black  market,  he  pays  $4.03  for 
every  British  pound  he  can  secure.  Is 
that  true? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  MALONE.  He  takes  those  pounds 
and  buys  goods  in  the  sterling  area.  He 
is  not  allowed  to  spend  dollars  in  the 
sterling  area  without  the  special  per¬ 
mission  of  the  British  Government.  Is 
that  true? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  way  it 
works. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  is  because  of  a 
Bank  of  England  ruling,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  true,  I  am 
sure. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  pound  should  be 
obtainable  for  $2.25  or  $2.50,  but  the 
English  will  not  allow  the  pound  to  be 
sold  below  $4.03.  The  English  Govern¬ 
ment  gets  the  $4.03,  and  the  pounds  must 
be  expended  in  the  sterling  area.  On 
the  other  hand,  when  we  go  to  London, 


can  we  get  $4.03  for  a  pound,  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  goods  outside  of  England? 
Is  that  possible? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  not  our  ex¬ 
perience. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  have  had  some  ex¬ 
perience  there.  I  was  in  England,  and  I 
know  it  cannot  be  done.  In  other  words 
we  cannot  expend  dollars  outside  of  Eng¬ 
land  at  all,  without  a  central  board  pass¬ 
ing  on  whether  it  is  a  necessary  trans¬ 
action,  meaning  that  the  English  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  force  you  to  pay  in  the 
sterling  area. 

The  last  question  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
is  this:  Is  it  not  a  fact,  then,  that  we 
are  the  only  country  that  has  lived  up 
to  all  these  grandiose  plans,  that  we  have 
slashed  our  tariffs  and  import  fees  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  differential  in  the  cost 
of  living,  or  the  differential  in  the  stand¬ 
ard  living  costs  between  England,  or  any 
other  Nation  and  the  United  States,  an 
average  of  value  of  from  about  45  per¬ 
cent,  to  about  5  to  8  percent,  so  that 
there  is  no  protection  to  the  American 
workingman  at  all? 

They  have  not  lowered  their  economic 
barriers,  but  have  made  them  rigid  in 
the  form  of  quotas  and  embargoes, 
manipulation  of  the  value  of  their  cur¬ 
rencies,  and  in  many  other  ways. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Generally  speaking,  I 
agree  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Then,  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  it  is  impossible  to  deal  with  them 
on  such  a  basis,  to  make  a  trade  agree¬ 
ment  with  them,  or  in  any  way  whatever 
to  assist  them  permanently,  until  they 
live  up  to  their  implied  and  actual 
promises.  I  refer  to  the  trade  agree¬ 
ments  made  with  England  and  the  ster¬ 
ling  bloc  area  countries  under  the  1934 
Trade  Agreements  Act — named  “Recip¬ 
rocal  Trade”  to  sell  free  trade  to  the 
American  people. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  agree  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  in  his  last  observa¬ 
tion  especially. 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  covers  only  a  part  of  it,  but  an  im¬ 
portant  part. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  participating 
countries  are  going  to  be  self-sustaining 
and  to  help  themselves,  they  must  clear 
up  the  currency  situation,  or  in  1952  we 
will  have  to  continue  to  pour  out  more 
money  to  those  countries  in  order  to  en¬ 
able  them  to  operate  as  they  are  now 
operating. 

At  another  point  the  editorial  from  the 
Saturday  Evening  Post  states: 

The  real  Issue  is  whether  a  controlled 
economy  can  compete  with  a  relatively  free 
economy. 

There  is  their  big  issue  in  Great 
Britain. 

“By  their  fruits  ye  shall  knov^them.” 

Is  the  quotation  used  by  the  editor. 
Then  in  the  concluding  paragraph  the 
editorial  says: 

Things  would  be  a  lot  easier  in  1949  if  we 
had  been  less  squeamish  in  1947  about  sitting 
down  a  few  reasonable  stipulations  as  the 
price  of  our  aid. 

I  want  every  Senator  to  know  that. 
I  was  one  who  felt  that  the  approach  was 
completely  wrong;  that  we  did  have  a 
right  to  name  the  conditions;  that  we  did 


have  a  right  to  put  into  the  act  specific 
amendments  similar  to  the  various  Kem 
amendments  which  are  now  being  pro¬ 
posed.  At  that  time  the  amendments 
were  rejected.  Yes,  we  could  have  done 
that  then  and  possibly  such  conditions 
would  have  been  accepted.  It  is  becom¬ 
ing  more  and  more  impossible  to  write 
such  an  amendment  into  the  act  because 
of  the  way  we  have  been  proceeding  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year  and  one-half. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Did  we  not  write  in¬ 
to  the  a.ct  in  effect  just  what  the  Senator 
is  talking  about?  For  instance,  we  wrote 
into  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1948 
the  following: 

The  restoration  or  maintenance  In  Euro¬ 
pean  countries  of  principles  of  individual 
liberty,  free  institutions,  and  genuine  inde¬ 
pendence  rests  largely  upon  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  sound  economic  conditions,  stable 
international  economic  relationships,  and 
the  achievement  by  the  countries  of  Europe 
of  a  healthy  economy  independent  of  ex¬ 
traordinary  outside  assistance. 

When  a  country’s  economy  is  one-half 
socialistic  and  the  other  half  free  en¬ 
terprise  or  individual  enterprise,  does  not 
that  country  have  a  system  within  it 
which  interferes  with  the  healthy  devel¬ 
opment  of  its  economy? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  is  it  not  true 
that  we  can  not  do  anything  by  way  of 
furnishing  money  to  a  country  which 
does  not  interfere  in  some  measure  with 
the  domestic  conditions  of  that  country? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  true.  I  agree 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan.  It  is  unfortunate  that  we  did 
not,  when  we  passed  the  original  act, 
place  in  it  certain  general  conditions 
which  could  be  enforced,  I  believe,  by 
the  Administrator.  The  distinguished 
Senator  may  recall  that  I  asked  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man,  the  Administrator,  for  whom  I 
have  great  respect,  the  question  as  to  the 
elimination  of  economic  barriers.  We 
are  now  talking  about  specific  conditions 
which  would  fall  in  the  category  of  the 
general  conditions  he  could  enforce.  I 
asked  Mr.  Hoffman,  and  I  am  sure  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
was  present  at  the  time,  “What  is  going 
to  happen  if  these  economic  limitations 
are  not  removed?”  Mr.  Hoffman  re¬ 
plied,  “Unless  we  can  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act  and  they  can  be  removed, 
the  progress  of  the  program  will  be  seri¬ 
ously  hurt.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Did  Mr.  Hoffman 
not  go  even  a  little  further  than  that 
and  say  that  if  it  were  not  done  in  the 
coming  year - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  was  in  answer 
to  the  second  question  I  asked  him.  Mr. 
Hoffman  made  it  more  emphatic.  I  do 
not  have  the  testimony  before  me,  but 
I  think  he  said  it  would  mean  that 
Britain’s  economy  would  break  down. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  If  it  were  not  done 
within  the  coming  year. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes.  For  that  reason 
I  cannot  see  any  objection  whatever  to 
writing  the  Kem  amendment  into  the 
appropriation  bill  at  this  time. 
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The  Kem  amendment  is  very  broad  in 
its  ramifications.  It  presents  issues 
which  should  not  be  allowed  to  just  drift. 
The  longer  the  Senate  delays  in  assert¬ 
ing  its  principles  the  deeper  our  Govern¬ 
ment  will  become  enmeshed  in  support 
of  socialism  and  the  devices  of  the  welfare 
state.  Certainly  we  have  gone  a  long 
way  in  a  year  with  Great  Britain,  and 
the  longer  we  continue  in  the  way  we 
have  begun,  the  more  enmeshed  we  will 
become  in  her  economic  condition. 

The  amendment  simply  presents  to 
the  Senate  these  questions: 

Does  the  Senate  want  to  tax  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  support  abroad  socialism, 
which  is  the  doorway  to  totalitarian 
government?  * 

Does  the  Senate  want  American  indus¬ 
tries  and  American  labor,  functioning  in 
our  free,  competitive  system,  to  finance 
abroad  an  enemy  of  that  very  system? 

Put  another  way  the  question  is — does 
the  Senate  want  to  build  a  Franken¬ 
stein? 

Make  no  mistake  about  it.  These  are 
the  questions  that  should  be  answered 
now,  because  the  evidence  of  what  is  go¬ 
ing  on  in  countries  participating  in  the 
ECA  is  too  abundant  to  be  ignored. 

Senators  know  that  in  Great  Britain 
and  other  countries  the  trend  toward  so¬ 
cialism  is  unmistakable.  Scarcely  a  day 
passes  but  that  news  comes  of  new  plans 
in  Britain  to  socialize  more  industries. 

It  is  no  excuse  to  say,  if  England  wants, 
or  any  other  country  wants,  to  become  a 
full-fledged  socialistic  state  that  is  up  to 
England  and  any  other  country  to  decide 
for  itself.  We  are  the  ones  who  should 
make  that  determination,  at  least  in  re¬ 
spect  to  our  investments. 

It  is  no  excuse  to  say  all  America 
should  do  is  draw  from  its  Treasury  and 
from  its  resources  in  manpower  and 
goods,  and  pour  its  cash  and  products  of 
its  labor  into  ECA  countries. 

It  is  no  excuse  to  say  all  America 
should  do  is  broadcast  its  wealth  in  cash 
and  goods  to  nations  around  the  earth 
and  contentedly,  optimistically,  salve  its 
conscience  with  the  thought  that  thus 
all  will  be  well  and  that  peace  and  se¬ 
curity  and  happiness  will  flourish  upon 
the  earth. 

What  will  it  profit  the  United  States 
if  it  pours  out  its  substance  only  to  find 
the  result  is  expansion  of  a  way  of  life 
that  is  thoroughly  repugnant  to  our  own 
people,  and  in  conflict  with  the  principles 
of  freedom  of  choice  that  our  people  ad¬ 
here  to  in  their  own  country?  That  is 
exactly  what  the  editorial  brings  to  the 
attention  of  the  American  people.  That 
is  exactly  what  it  says.  That  is  the 
question  it  propounds. 

America  has  joined  in  two  world  wars 
to  prevent  the  spread  of  totalitarian 
government  in  Europe.  Why?  Because 
our  people  know  that  if  totalitarian  gov¬ 
ernment  rules  Europe,  it  will  be  only  a 
matter  of  time  before  it  will  challenge 
the  United  States  directly. 

Dictatorships  that  ride  into  power  on 
the  vehicle  of  socialism  are  just  as  per¬ 
nicious  as  those  that  gain  their  ends 
by  bloody  revolution. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  explain  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body  the  philosophy  of 
Marxian  socialism.  Senators  know 
where  it  inevitably  leads. 


It  is  not  fair  to  the  American  people 
to  tax  them  to  finance  the  growth  of 
socialism  abroad.  Yet  that  is  what  is 
being  done  in  the  ECA  program. 

ECA  funds  are  being  used  to  subsidize 
socialism  in  Great  Britain  and  other 
countries.  ECA  is  being  used  in  an  effort 
to  make  socialism  work  in  those  coun¬ 
tries.  ECA  is  being  used  in  an  effort  to 
prove  that  socialism  will  work  for  the 
best  interests  of  the  people. 

It  is  said  over  and  over  that  the  United 
States  must  attach  no  conditions  upon 
the  use  of  ECA  funds.  Oh,  I  remember 
when  the  act  was  passed.  It  was  then 
said  we  could  not  write  conditions  such 
as  provided  in  the  Kem  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  to  do  so  would  be  an  interference, 
a  meddling  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  the 
recipient  countries. 

That  argument  has  the  ring  of  solid 
Americanism,  for  historically  the  policy 
of  the  United  States  is  not  to  interfere 
or  meddle  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  other 
countries.  They  have  a  right  to  have  any 
kind  of  government  they  choose  to  have. 
Traditionally  our  conditions  for  official, 
diplomatic  recognition  of  them  simply 
are  that  they  must  be  stable  governments 
and  they  must  keep  their  international 
agreements. 

It  is  upon  this  broad  basis  that  the  ar¬ 
gument  against  the  Kem  amendment  is 
made,  but  it  is  an  utterly  fallacious  argu¬ 
ment. 

The  administration’s  spokesmen  in 
making  this  argument  are  illogical. 
They  apply  the  principle  of  noninterfer¬ 
ence  to  some  countries  and  apply  a  doc- 
tine  of  interference  to  prevent  ECA 
funds  from  going  to  other  countries. 
They  say — and  by  “they”  I  mean  the 
State  Department — “don’t  meddle”  when 
they  seek  to  prevent  adoption  of  the 
Kem  amendment  for  application  to  the 
ECA  countries.  And  they  say  America 
has  a  right  to  withhold  ECA  from  Spain, 
because  Spain  does  not  have  the  kind  of 
goverment  America  wants  Spain  to  have. 

They  withheld  aid  from  the  Nationalist 
Government  of  China  because  they  did 
not  like  the  Nationalist  Government  of 
China.  They  meddled  into  China’s  af¬ 
fairs  up  to  the  hilt — we  all  know  that  for 
years  back,  and  ever  since  Yalta  China 
has  been  sold  down  the  river — even  to 
the  extent  of  dangling  American  aid  be¬ 
fore  the  Nationalist  Government  if  it 
would  take  in  Communists  and  form  a 
coalition  government.  And  when  the 
Nationalist  Government  rejected  that 
proposition,  well  knowing  what  happens 
to  a  country  once  it  takes  Communists  to 
its  bosom,  the  administration  chose  to 
let  China  fall  under  the  heel  of  Commu¬ 
nists  directed  by  Moscow  rather  than 
give  to  the  Government  of  China  even  the 
moral  support  which  China  needed  at  the 
time  she  needed  it  to  stop  communism 
from  marching  southward. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  if,  when  Mr. 
Hoffman  appeared  as  a  witness  before 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  of  which 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is  a  distin¬ 
guished  member,  he  was  asked  what 
would  occur  if  the  government  of  one 
of  the  participating  countries  went  Com¬ 


munist.  Does  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  remember  his  answer? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  must  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  that  I  did  not  hear 
all  of  the  thousand  pages  of  testimony. 
I  am  quite  satisfied  that  at  the  time  that 
question  was  asked  I  was  not  present  in 
the  Appropriations  Committee  hearings. 
However,  I  have  been  told  what  he  said. 
As  I  recall,  he  gave  the  general  impres¬ 
sion  that  we  would  have  to  continue  to 
deal  with  that  country  on  the  basis  on 
which  its  government  then  would  be 
established.  Is  that  the  answer  to  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  refers? 

Mr.  KEM.  My  recollection  of  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Hoffman  was  to  this 
effect:  That  in  view  of  the  history  of  the 
legislation,  he  thought  that  aid  to  any 
country  which  became  Communist 
should  be  immediately  cut  off.  In  other 
words,  he  would  be  willing  to  refuse  aid 
to  Spain,  because  he  did  not  like  the 
Government  of  Spain.  He  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  refuse  aid  to  China  because  he  did 
not  like  the  Government  of  China.  He 
would  be  willing  to  refuse  aid  to  any  of 
the  present  participants  if  they  became 
communistic;  but  he  declined  to  refuse  it 
to  England  under  any  circumstances. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  heard  that  state¬ 
ment.  I  thought  the  Senator  was  re¬ 
ferring  to  what  recognition  would  be 
given  to  a  country  which  turned  Commu¬ 
nist.  We  would  have  to  get  along  with 
that  country,  just  as  we  have  to  get  along 
with  Communist  China.  But  he  very 
positively  said  that  aid  should  be  with¬ 
drawn.  He  now  hjts  the  right,  under  the 
general  provisions  of  the  act,  to  with¬ 
draw  aid.  A  country  which  is  not  en¬ 
deavoring  to  eliminate  economic  barriers 
certainly  is  subject  at  least  to  the  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  Administrator,  if  not  the 
withholding  of  funds. 

Mr.  KEM.  Would  not  that  be  on  the 
ground  that  we  found  the  communistic 
regime  inconsistent  with  the  principles 
upon  which  the  American  Nation  is 
founded? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  can  be  no 

doubt  of  that. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  will  ask  the  Senator  if 
the  present  Socialist  governments  of 
Great  Britain  and  France  are  not  also  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  American  way  of  life, 
upon  which  our  economic  and  social  sys¬ 
tem  is  based. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  can  be  no 

doubt  about  it.  That  is  the  burden  of 
my  remarks.  It  has  been  very  difficult  to 
get  editorials  like  the  one  to  which  I  am 
referring  into  the  leading  journals  in  this 
country;  but  here  is  an  editor  who  is  dis¬ 
cussing  the  economic  problems  which 
confronted  the  Congress  when  we  au¬ 
thorized  the  aid.  Here  is  an  editorial 
suggesting  that  the  conditions  which  the 
Kem  amendment  would  correct  be  taken 
care  of  by  the  Kem  amendment.  That 
is  the  point  I  am  making.  Why  tax  the 
American  people  to  subsidize  and  sustain 
in  Great  Britain  and  France,  or  any  other 
recipient  country,  a  system  which  per¬ 
mits  those  countries  to  go  totalitarian, 
when  the  basis  upon  which  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  made  is  that  of  stopping  the 
expansion  of  communism  throughout  the 
world?  I  think  it  is  most  illogical.  We 
have  the  right,  under  the  general  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act,  to  implement  it  by  the 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  August  8 


11172 

Kem  amendment.  That  is  why  I  am  for 
it.  There  are  those  who  feel  that  we 
cannot  tell  any  country  what  it  must  do. 
That  is  what  the  State  Department  says. 
It  says  that  we  must  not  meddle  in  the 
affairs  of  other  countries.  Yet  they  in¬ 
sist  that  if  we  are  to  recognise  Spain, 
Spain  must  change  its  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  its  attitude  toward  its  own  citi¬ 
zens.  Our  policy  is  as  illogical  as  can  be. 

I  was  talking  about  the  moral  support 
which  China  needed  at  the  time  when  it 
would  have  done  a  great  deal  of  good  so 
far  as  stopping  the  southward  march  of 
communism  is  concerned.  It  was  the  re¬ 
fusal  of  that  moral  support  to  the  Chi¬ 
nese  Government  that  did  more  to  pave 
the  way  for  the  downfall  of  that  Govern¬ 
ment  than  all  the  arms  which  we  with¬ 
held.  The  statement  is  made  in  the 
white  paper  that  we  would  not  give  them 
arms  because  it  was  thought  that  they 
would  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  coali¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Acheson  now  says  that  any  further 
march  southward  of  communism  would 
be  a  threat  to  the  peace  of  the  world.  If 
we  had  emphasized  that  thought  at  the 
time  of  Yalta,  we  would  not  have  had  the 
trouble  we  have  in  China  today.  We  did 
not  do  it.  Now  we  are  offering  excuses, 
and  seeking  to  bring  out  defects  in  the 
Chinese  National  Government.  It  is 
said  that  the  Government  of  Chiang  Kai- 
shek  is  corrupt,  and  so  forth.  It  we  had 
given  moral  support  to  that  Government 
when  it  needed  it,  we  would  not  have  the 
difficulty  we  have  now  in  all  of  China. 

America  may  some  day  pay  very  dearly 
for  this  tragic  betrayal  of  China,  our 
solid  friend  in  the  Pacific  back  through 
the  ages.  America  was  the  hope  and 
inspiration  of  the  Chinese  people. 
America  let  China  down. 

So  we  see  the  outright  conflict  in 
our  foreign  policy,  treating  ECA  coun¬ 
tries  one  way  and  non-ECA  countries 
another  way.  There  are  also  many  var¬ 
iations  in  the  policy.  Some  countries  are 
in  the  in-between  status,  like  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  eastern  Europe  which  Russia 
has  grabbed  by  devious  and  ruthless 
methods. 

For  an  extreme  illustration  of  the  shal¬ 
lowness  of  the  argument  against  the 
Kem  amendment  consider  Soviet  Russia. 
The  United  States  maintains  full  diplo¬ 
matic  relations  with  Soviet  Russia,  and 
yet  Soviet  Russia  is  the  complete  ex¬ 
ample  of  all  that  America  abhors  in 
government. 

No  question  of  diplomatic  recognition 
is  involved  in  the  Kem  amendment. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  amendment 
that  implies  interference  or  meddling 
with  the  domestic  affairs  of  ECA  coun¬ 
tries.  ECA  countries  are  under  no  com¬ 
pulsion  to  accept  the  conditions  of  the 
amendment. 

They  do  not  have  to  give  up  their  so¬ 
cialism  and  march  toward  complete  dic¬ 
tatorship. 

The  amendment  simply  provides  that 
they  cannot  use  any  of  the  cash  or  goods 
given  to  them  under  ECA  to  nationalize 
any  additional  industries. 

That  is  all  it  calls  for.  Do  we  want 
Great  Britain  to  go  further  to  the  left? 
Do  we  want  France  to  go  further  to  the 
left?  Or  do  we  want  them  to  get  back 


to  freedom  and  competition,  and  the 
kind  of  government  which  we  feel  will 
make  them  stable? 

What  are  we  going  to  do  in  1952,  when 
this  program  is  concluded,  and  we  are 
supposed  to  write  off  any  further  borrow¬ 
ing  from  the  United  States?  Will  those 
countries  have  solved  their  economic 
problems?  Or  will  they  come  back  and 
say,  “Bail  us  out.  Give  us  some  more 
money,  and  give  us  a  little  more  time. 
We  are  further  to  the  left  than  we  were 
before,  but  perhaps  some  day  we  will 
whip  this  difficulty.”  We  are  investing 
in  a  Socialist  government  in  Great 
Britain  which,  unless  It  is  halted,  will  go 
further  to  the  left,  and  by  1952  we  shall 
not  have  solved  anything.  We  shall  not 
have  afforded  them  any  real  aid,  except 
direct  relief  in  the  form  of  food,  medi¬ 
cine,  and  clothing ;  but  we  could  do  that 
without  ECA. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Are  we  not  subsi¬ 
dizing  a  Socialist  government  in  Great 
Britain,  and,  by  virtue  of  the  subsidy, 
making  It  possible  for  socialism  to  ex¬ 
pand  in  that  country? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  is  no  doubt  of 
it.  I  have  already  made  that  statement. 
We  are  not  only  doing  it  in  the  case  of 
that  country  but  we  are  doing  it  for  all 
the  peoples  of  Europe.  We  are  trying  to 
build  up  a  Socialist  regime  which  will 
make  the  people  like  it. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  As  a  result  of  social¬ 
ism,  in  England  manufacturing  costs  of 
British  goods  are  much  higher  than  the 
world  cost  of  such  goods;  are  they  not? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  is  no  doubt  of 
it.  Costs  are  so  high  that  it  is  very  diffi¬ 
cult  for  them  to  sell  their  goods  even  in 
competition  with  us.  The  prices  are  cut 
of  reach. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  England  is  now  em¬ 
barking  on  the  identical  policy  on  which 
Hitler  embarked — state  trading,  spheres 
of  influence,  and  areas  of  market  in  which 
the  British  have  the  exclusive  right  to 
sell.  That  very  thing  is  cutting  down 
the  markets  for  American  products 
abroad. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  has  just 
restated  what  I  stated  earlier.  That  is 
the  very  point  raised  in  the  editorial  in 
the  Saturday  Evening  Post.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  stated  it  very  forcefully  in  ask¬ 
ing  the  question. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  It  is  all  based  upon 
a  subsidy  from  the  people  of  this  country. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  my  feeling. 
That  is  the  reason  I  am  for  the  Kem 
amendment. 

As  I  stated  earlier,  under  the  Kem 
amendment  none  of  the  cash  or  goods 
given  to  those  countries  under  ECA  could 
be  used  to  nationalize  any  additional  in¬ 
dustries.  That  is  all  the  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  for.  Certainly  we  ought  to  be  able 
to  go  that  far.  I  certainly  cannot  see 
anything  wrong  with  it.  In  effect,  it  says 
to  the  ECA  countries,  “We  do  not  like 
socialism  at  home  and  we  are  not  going 
to  support  it  anywhere.” 

It  says,  “The  cash  and  goods  America 
is  giving  to  you  is  coming  from  our  free, 
competitive  enterprise  system,  which  we 
believe  is  the  best  system  on  earth  for 


the  prosperity,  security,  and  happiness 
of  mankind.” 

It  tells  the  ECA  countries  that  we 
think  we  have  a  right  to  say  how  our 
cash  and  our  goods  are  to  be  used. 

In  effect,  it  says  to  them:  We  believe  it 
is  the  decent,  neighborly  thing  to  help 
you  recover  from  the  ravages  of  the  war 
for  your  good  and  indirectly  to  strength¬ 
en  our  own  prosperity,  security,  and  hap¬ 
piness,  but  we  are  not  going  to  waste  our 
substance  down  any  drain  pipe  of  social¬ 
ism,  the  Siamese  twin  of  communism  or 
fascism,  or  anything  that  winds  up  in 
dictatorship. 

Through  adoption  of  the  Kem  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Senate  will  help  keep  alive  the 
spark  of  free  enterprise  and  strengthen 
those  forces  in  ECA  countries  that  cling 
desperately  to  the  same  principles  of 
government  that  we  have  in  the  United 
States.  They  are  the  ones  we  should 
be  helping  today,  not  the  Socialists  or 
Communists,  who  are  leading  those 
countries  to  a  totalitarian  government. 

No  Member  of  the  Senate  will  make 
the  argument  that  the  Senate  cannot 
prescribe  conditions  for  the  use  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  cash  and  goods  in  ECA  countries. 
Of  course,  we,  the  Senate,  can  apply  any 
conditions  deemed  proper.  Certainly, 
the  condition  that  the  cash  and  goods 
shall  not  be  used  to  support  welfare 
states  or  socialization  of  industries  is  im¬ 
perative  if  our  foreign  policy  is  to  square 
with  our  domestic  policy  and  the  very 
Constitution  under  which  we  live. 

The  Senate  could  go  much  further 
than  the  Kem  amendment  in  abiding  by 
the  principles  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  The  Senate  could  pro¬ 
vide  that  no  country  that  violates  any 
of  the  principles  of  our  Constitution 
shall  receive  cash  and  goods  through 
ECA.  All  the  freedoms  contained  in  our 
Constitution  could  be  attached  as  con¬ 
ditions  for  the  use  of  our  money  and  our 
goods.  This  amendment  does  not  go 
that  far.  If  it  did  go  that  far,  there 
would  be  few  ECA  countries  that  could 
qualify  for  ECA  donations. 

Yet,  why  should  our  country  use  its 
wealth,  its  substance,  its  industries,  and 
its  labor  to  build  and  strengthen  coun¬ 
tries  whose  way  of  life  is  in  sharp  conflict 
with  the  American  way? 

But  the  Kem  amendment  does  not 
attach  all  of  those  conditions.  It  does 
not  seek  to  unscramble  what  has  been 
done  in  ECA  countries.  It  does  not  in¬ 
terfere  with  or  meddle  in  any  of  the  regi¬ 
mentation  of  the  people  that  prevails 
among  ECA  countries. 

With  adoption  of  the  amendment,  the 
practical  effect  would  be  to  prevent  any 
of  our  cash  or  goods  being  used  to  assist 
in  or  facilitate  the  nationalization  of  any 
additional  industries  in  any  country  that 
receives  ECA  aid  in  the  future — that  is, 
under  the  pending  appropriation. 

As  I  have  already  said,  I  was  among 
those  who  voted  against  the  original 
authorization  that  began  the  European 
recovery  plan.  I, sought  to  have  adopted 
conditions  similar  to  the  Kem  amend¬ 
ment.  It  was  my  belief  then,  and  it  is 
my  belief  now,  that  the  European  re¬ 
covery  plan  would  by  this  time  have  ac¬ 
complished  much  more  for  the  benefit  of 
the  receiving  countries,  and  for  our  own 
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security  and  happiness,  if  it  had  been 
launched  as  a  program  to  encourage 
free,  competitive  enterprise. 

It  was  my  belief  when  ERP  was  started 
that  it  would  be  used  to  strengthen  so¬ 
cialism  and  encourage  the  very  kind  of 
government  and  welfare  state  that  is  so 
abhorrent  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  No  one  can  deny  that  it  has 
done  that,  because  the  evidence  cannot 
be  contradicted. 

I  did  not  then,  and  I  do  not  know,  like 
the  approach  of  the  European  recovery 
plan.  There  is  only  one  way  that  Eng¬ 
land,  France,  or  any  country  can  solidly 
work  its  way  out  of  the  terrible  after- 
math  of  the  war,  and  that  way  is  through 
the  initiative,  skill,  genius,  and  enterprise 
of  its  people. 

Smother  those  ingredients  and  you 
thwart  genuine  recovery.  Nationaliza¬ 
tion  or  socialization  of  industries  thwarts 
those  opportunities  among  people  who 
want  and  have  a  right  to  be  free. 

America  is  giving  England,  the  chief 
beneficiary  of  ECA,  no  genuine  assist¬ 
ance  by  pouring  cash  and  goods  into  a 
program  that  calls  for  complete  social¬ 
ization  under  which  the  lives  and  affairs 
of  the  people  are  managed  by  a  group 
of  national  planners. 

The  thinking  and  planning,  in  Eng¬ 
land,  as  in  the  United  States,  must  come 
from  among  all  the  people,  with  each 
person  free  to  exercise  his  skill  and  initia¬ 
tive,  and  with  incentives  for  producing. 
It  is  for  the  encouragement  of  these 
wholesome  qualities  that  the  Kem 
amendment  is  proposed. 

Does  any  Senator  doubt  that  there  is 
something  wrong  with  ECA  and  that  it 
is  not  accomplishing  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  established?  Is  not  the 
evidence  plain  that  it  has  not  fulfilled 
its  lofty  mission?  Oh,  yes,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  fed  them;  but  I  am  talking 
about  the  economic  problems  that  must 
be  solved.  I  am  talking  about  what  the 
result  will  be  in  1952. 

England  moves  from  one  crisis  to  an¬ 
other.  With  all  of  the  billions  of  dollars 
in  cash  and  goods  poured  into  England 
by  the  people  of  the  United  States,  they 
plead  for  more  and  more  and  more. 

To  say  that  western  Europe  would  be 
much  worse  off  today  were  it  not  for  the 
Marshall  plan  is  no  answer.  It  is  beg¬ 
ging  the  question.  Obviously,  the  con¬ 
tribution  of  tremendous  amounts  in  cash 
and  food  and  materials  of  all  kinds  would 
produce  a  semblance  of  better  times. 

The  question  is:  How  much  better  off 
would  western  Europe  be  today  if  the 
European  recovery  plan  had  been 
launched  with  the  Kem  amendment  as  a 
part  of  it?  For  my  part,  the  answer  is 
plain.  The  ECA  countries  would  be 
much  stronger  spiritually,  economically, 
and  morally.  They  would  not  have  had 
so  much  trouble  from  Communists.  And 
it  is  not  too  far-fetched  to  say  there 
would  have  been  no  drive  for  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty.  Western  Europe  could 
have  been  no  happy  hunting  ground  for 
communistic  agitators. 

And  western  Europe  would  not  have 
become  prey  for  the  Communists  if  the 
revengeful  Morgenthau  plan  had  not 
been  applied  to  Germany.  The  years  of 
effort  to  hold  Germany  to  the  status  of  a 
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pastoral  state  and  to  keep  alive  the  spirit 
of  revenge  did  more  to  hold  back  the  re¬ 
covery  of  Europe  than  any  other  action 
by  our  Government. 

I  say  to  the  Senate  there  will  not  be 
complete  recovery  in  Europe  unless  the 
recovery  of  Germany  is  permitted.  The 
Ruhr  is  still  the  heart  of  the  European 
Continent.  My  experience  abroad,  be¬ 
fore  the  end  of  the  war,  when  I  was  there 
in  connection  with  the  investigations 
made  by  the  committee  in  regard  to  the 
atrocities  committed  in  the  political 
prisoner  camps,  convinced  me  then  that 
there  must  be  recovery  in  Germany  if 
we  are  going  to  fight  off  communism. 
The  recommendations  brought  home  by 
the  members  of  that  committee  then 
apply  equally  well  to  conditions  as  of 
today,  for  our  ECA  aid  will  never  be  the, 
effective  force  it  should  be  if  it  is  used 
to  permit  the  further  socialization  of 
industries  in  any  of  those  countries. 

The  years  of  fiddling  and  fumbling 
with  disposition  of  the  Ruhr  contributed 
mightily  to  the  misery  of  all  Europe. 
It  played  into  the  hands  of  the  Com¬ 
munists.  Anyone  who  has  studied  Eu¬ 
rope’s  economy  knows  that  the  Ruhr  is 
the  heart  of  European  economy.  The 
Ruhr  should  be  developed  in  the  interest 
of  all  the  people  of  Europe. 

It  is  in  this  soil  pf  frustration  in  Eu¬ 
rope  that  the  Socialists,  first  cousins  of 
the  Communists,  have  been  able  to 
spread  their  destructive  doctrine.  The 
present  misdirected  effort  of  ECA  only 
adds  to  the  problem. 

Recently  the  newspapers  carried  an 
interview  with  Bernard  Baruch,  who  was 
on  his  way  home  from  Europe.  He  spent 
a  month  in  England,  France,  Holland, 
and  Belgium.  Mr.  Baruch  and  I  do  not 
happen  to  be  associated  in  the  same  po¬ 
litical  party,  but  I  have  much  respect  for 
his  opinions  on  financial  and  economic 
matters. 

What  does  he  say  after  his  survey  of 
conditions  over  there?  I  quote  from  an 
interview  with  him  by  International 
News  Service: 

Baruch  Is  convinced  that  the  billions  of 
dollars  poured  into  financially  distressed 
nations  have  helped  neither  them  nor  the 
interest  of  the  United  States  taxpayer  as 
much  as  could  be  expected. 

What  he  means  is  that  if  we  add  this 
amendment  to  this  bill,  thus  requiring 
the  Administrator  to  live  up  to  the  gener¬ 
al  purpose  of  the  ECA  Act,  we  shall  be 
much  better  off  than  we  are  now,  on  the 
bxasis  of  what  has  thus  far  been  accom¬ 
plished. 

Further  on  the  report  says: 

Baruch  believes  that  loans  or  gifts  to  west¬ 
ern  Europe  were  not  sufficiently  conditioned 
upon  European  nations  helping  themselves 
regain  their  prewar  economic  stability. 

Of  course,  I  supported  that  condition 
in  the  original  authorization  of  the  act. 
Finally  we  shall  come  to  that,  some  day, 
Mr.  President.  Just  as  surely  as  Europe 
recovers,  her*  recovery  will  be  achieved 
on  the  basis  of  loans  made  individually  to 
those  countries  and  to  the  companies 
within  those  countries  that  will  help 
police  themselves.  They  should  do  more 
than  invest  our  money;  they  should  help 
go  along  with  the  system  which  makes 


possible  the  provision  of  United  States 
funds.  They  should  take  an  interest  in 
those  industries;  and  I  believe  that  the 
way  to  achieve  recovery  is  for  them  to 
see  that  that  is  done. 

That  situation  cannot  be  achieved  un¬ 
der  present  circumstances.  It  is  said 
that  we  must  not  meddle  with  the  inter¬ 
nal  affairs  of  any  of  these  countries.  Mr. 
President,  Mr.  Baruch  is  correct,  in  my 
opinion;  and  we  shall  live  to  see  the  time 
when  the  correctness  of  his  statement 
will  be  demonstrated. 

Plainly,  Mr.  Baruch  does  not  shy  away 
from  making  conditions  for  our  gifts  and 
loans  to  ECA  countries.  He  thinks  the 
Senate  has  a  right  and  duty  to  adopt 
conditions  that  are  prudent  and  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  our  American  system.  A  lit¬ 
tle  further  on  in  the  interview,  he  says: 

As  a  consequence  (a  consequence  of  not 
putting  on  conditions)  he  found  that  peo¬ 
ples  abroad  are  not  being  required  to  pro¬ 
duce  to  capacity  and  that  their  governments 
have  not  inaugurated  obvious  moves  to  im¬ 
prove  business. 

In  short,  both  peoples  and  governments 
have  come  to  look  to  America  to  keep  them 
going,  Baruch  feels. 

He  found  in  England,  for  example,  that 
the  country  could  balance  the  budget  if  40,- 
000,000  more  tons  of  coal  were  produced  an¬ 
nually;  instead,  miners  are  working  a  short 
week. 

That  is  his  recommendation.  I  recall 
the  amendment  which  was  offered  by 
former  Senator  Ball  to  require  England 
to  prdouce  on  the  10-year  average  the 
same  amount  of  coal  she  produced  be¬ 
fore  the  war.  We  could  not  write  that 
condition  into  the  ECA  Act  of  1948.  Yet 
Mr.  Baruch  says  in  his  statement  that  if 
Great  Britain  would  increase  her  produc¬ 
tion  of  coal  40,000,000  tons,  it  might 
balance  her  economy.  The  interview 
continues: 

In  his  opinion  Prance  appears  to  be  re¬ 
covering  rapidly,  but  though  in  deadly  fear 
of  Russia  and  Germany  the  country  is  not 
requiring  full  production  of  raw  materials 
and  manufactured  goods  to  increase  the 
national  wealth. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  my  purpose  to 
discuss  all  of  the  causes  of  failure  of 
Europe  to  get  on,  but  of  one  thing  I  am 
confident  and  that  is,  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  Europe  that  hard  work  and 
a  decent  regard  for  private  enterprise 
will  not  cure. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  recently  car¬ 
ried  an  article  which  squares  with  my 
views.  For  obvious  reasons  the  Wall 
Street  Journal,  read  as  it  by  businessmen, 
bankers,  and  others  interested  in  good 
business  and  stable  world  conditions,  ap¬ 
proaches  the  problems  of  Europe  dis¬ 
passionately. 

William  Henry  Chamberlin,  a  man 
whose  judgment  and  authority  cannot  be 
doubted,  in  a  dispatch  to  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  from  Geneva,  Switzerland,  says: 

Because  of  sympathy  for  traits  of  British 
character  reflected  In  these  anecdotes,  be¬ 
cause  Britain  is  still  America’s  strongest  and 
most  dependable  friend,  in  an  unsettled 
world,  there  will  no  doubt  be  sentiment  in 
favor  of  bailing  Britain  out  of  the  balance- 
of-payments  crisis  by  some  new  American 
action. 

But  blind  sympathy  is  apt  to  do  more  harm 
than  good.  There  are  times  when  it  is  a 
doubtful  service  to  nations,  as  to  individuals. 
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to  make  possible  the  postponement  of  In¬ 
evitable  readjustments. 

Mr.  Chamberlin  also  says: 

The  British  situation  cannot  be  saved  by 
further  dollar-blood  transfusion.  It  can 
only  be  saved  if  the  British  people  as  a  whole, 
like  many  thoughtful  individual  Britons, 
realize  that  their  country  is  facing  an  eco¬ 
nomic  Dunkirk  and  concentrate  on  work¬ 
ing  themselves  out  of  the  present  jam.  So 
far  they  are  waiting  for  an  effective  lead. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  now  has  an 
opportunity  to  provide  an  effective  lead, 
which  is  in  the  interest  of  our  own  econ¬ 
omy  but  also  more  immediately  of  as¬ 
sistance  to  Britain  and  all  other  ECA 
countries.  This  opportunity  lies  in  the 
so-called  Kem  amendment,  which  in 
every  respect  holds  to  our  traditions  and 
way  of  life.  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  WHERRY  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  recall  that  when  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  was  making  a  few 
observations  in  the  early  part  of  the  ses¬ 
sion  today,  one  of  the  reasons  stated  by 
the  Senator  for  favoring  the  Kem 
amendment  was  the  fact  that  the  subsi¬ 
dizing  of  the  socialistic  government  of 
England  made  the  cost  of  goods  so  high 
in  Great  Britain  that  goods  were  piling 
up  which  could  not  be  sold,  and  that 
there  was  now  on  foot  a  scheme  to  pro¬ 
vide  trade  and  barter  agreements  with 
the  United  States  and  with  other  coun¬ 
tries,  as  announced  in  the  press  this 
morning? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner]  probably  referred 
to  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Did  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  place  in  the  Record 
the  article  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal? 

Mr.  KEM.  No,  I  do  not  think  he  did. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  junior  Senator 
from  Missouri  does  not  object,  and  if  it 
is  agreeable  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Indiana,  I  should  like  to  have  inserted  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  this  morn¬ 
ing  the  article,  published  in  today’s  issue 
of  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  written  by 
Ray  Cromley.  The  article  is  headed  “To 
the  rescue  again — Federal  planners  talk 
of  guaranteeing  Europe  a  market  for  ex¬ 
ports;  would  promise  to  support  prices; 
require  nations  to  devalue  currencies — 
Foes  charge  ‘state  trading’.’’  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  the  article 
printed  in  the  Record,  following  my  re¬ 
marks  made  earlier  today. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

To  the  Rescue  Again — federal  Planners 

Talk  op  Guaranteeing  Europe  a  Market  for 

Exports — Would  Promise  To  Support 

Prices;  Require  Nations  To  Devalue  Cur¬ 
rencies — Foes  Charge  “State  Trading” 

(By  Ray  Cromley) 

Washington. — The  administration's  global 
aid  experts  are  now  toying  with  a  new  idea  of 
aiding  Europe  by  underwriting  her  basic  ex¬ 
ports  to  this  country. 

What  their  program  would  mean  to  United 
States  producers  and  consumers:  More  com¬ 
modities  from  Europe’s  colonies  and  at  high- 
er-than-otherwise  prices.  Officials  hope  it 
would  also  bring  more  European  manufac¬ 
tured  goods  here  at  cheaper  prices,  because 
the  whole  scheme  would  be  linked  with  en¬ 


forced  devaluation  of  European  exchange 

rates. 

This  is  the  latest  of  a  half-dozen  plans 
being  batted  around  by  Government  eco¬ 
nomic  policy  makers,  seeking  ways  to  pull 
Britain  and  continental  Europe  out  of  their 
latest  dollar  crisis.  It  would  have  to  get 
congressional  approval,  of  course,  before 
they  could  put  it  into  effect. 

Under  such  an  aid  program,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  guarantee  that  this  country 
would  import  specified  amounts  of  key 
commodities  from  such  countries  as  Britain, 
France,  Italy,  Holland,  Belgium,  and  their 
colonies.  These  might  include  goods  like 
tin,  rubber,  copra,  wool,  tea,  cocoa,  industrial 
diamonds,  manganese,  chrome,  and  a  long 
list  of  other  basic  materials  and  war  stock¬ 
piling  goods. 

The  United  States  would  promise  to  sup¬ 
port  the  prices  of  these  imported  commodi¬ 
ties  on  the  American  market. 

In  return  for  guaranteed  United  States 
markets,  the  United  States  would  require 
European  countries  to  devalue  their  over¬ 
priced  currencies.  The  immediate  object 
would  be  to  reduce  the  prices  of  European 
manufactures — British  woolens,  Belgian 
linens,  French  glassware,  and  the  like — to 
make  them  more  competitive  on  United 
States  and  world  markets. 

IN  THE  LONG  RUN 

The  long-run  object  of  devaluation,  of 
course,  is  to  enable  Europe  to  sell  enough  of 
its  goods  to  get  out  of  the  economic  morass 
into  which  State  Department  and  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  officials  think 
the  Marshall-plan  countries  are  drifting. 

The  United  States  experts  say  this  is  the 
main  problem:  The  Marshall  plan  for  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  depends  for  its  success  not 
only  on  United  States  aid,  but  on  sharp  in¬ 
creases  in  Europe's  exports  to  the  world  in 
general  and  to  the  United  States  in  particu¬ 
lar.  Because  of  customs  barriers,  high  pro¬ 
duction  costs  with  resulting  high  prices,  and 
unrealistic  planning,  Europe’s  exports  have 
been  too  low  to  keep  the  Marshall-plan  coun¬ 
tries  financially  solvent.  That’s  where  the 
new  plan  for  guaranteed  markets  for  Euro¬ 
pean  exports  comes  in. 

The  basic  concept  is  not  new.  The  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  Organization  charter,  signed 
by  United  States  officials  but  not  yet  ratified, 
paves  the  way  for  such  trade  deals.  The 
International  Wheat  Agreement,  which  be¬ 
came  effective  August  1,  is  an  instance  where 
the  United  States  has  already  bound  itself  to 
this  type  of  marketing  plan — though  in  this 
case  as  an  exporting  nation.  Under  the 
wheat  pact,  importing  nations  promise  tov 
take  specified  amounts  of  wheat  from  ex¬ 
porting  countries  at  set  ranges  of  prices. 

As  early  as  1945,  there  was  a  proposal  for 
an  international  commodity  stabilization 
agency,  to  guide  trade  deals.  This  was  to 
have  been  part  of  the  Bretton  Woods  agree¬ 
ment  which  resulted  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  and  the  World  Bank.  But 
negotiators  dropped  this  phase  of  the  plan 
before  the  Bretton  Woods  conferences. 

In  the  economic-expansion  bill,  submitted 
to  Congress  by  Truman  Fair  Dealers,  there 
is  provision  for  $500,000,000  to  boost  imports 
of  certain  materials  from  underdeveloped 
areas.  Another  $7,000,000,000  would  be  ear¬ 
marked  under  the  bill  for  development  loans 
to  these  areas  and  trade  guaranties  aimed 
at  boosting  world  commerce. 

NO  FORMAL  PROGRAM 

No  formal  trade-deal  program  has  yet  been 
drafted,  however,  to  aid  Europe  specifically. 
Talks  about  guaranteeing  markets  for  her 
exports  are  still  in  the  bull-session  stage  in 
the  State  Department,  the  ECA,  and  the  In¬ 
terior  and  Agriculture  Departments.  There’s 
a  good  deal  of  informal  support,  however, 
for  some  kind  of  a  moderate  guaranty,  and 
backers  are  thinking  in  terms  of  about  $500,- 
000,000  to  $1,000,000,000  in  trade  guaranties 
over  a  year  or  two. 
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There’s  plenty  of  opposition  to  -the  plan, 
to  be  sure.  A  strong  group  pans  the  pro¬ 
posal  as  a  move  toward  state  trading.  “The 
whole  thing’s  ridiculous,”  says  one  State  De¬ 
partment  trade  specialist.  “We'd  have  the 
Government  running  a  big  chunk  of  the  im¬ 
port  business  in  no  time." 

United  States  officials  are  working  on  many 
ideas  for  helping  Europe,  and  these  discour¬ 
aged  men  Jump  for  every  straw.  As  one  of 
them  says,  “No  idea  is  too  ridiculous  for  us 
to  at  least  look  at.”  Other  officials  stress 
that  Congress  is  now  in  no  mood  to  vote 
more  gift  funds,  so  some  indirect  way  has 
to  be  found  to  aid  the  Europeans. 

The  suggestion  for  guaranteed  markets  for 
Europe’s  exports  is  one  of  the  indirect  ways 
of  getting  more  dollars  to_the  Marshall-plan 
nations.  The  proponents  emphasize  that,  if 
adopted,  it  wouldn’t  be  the  main  solution. 
They  are  still  a  little  vague  on  Just  how  the 
scheme  would  work. 

Some  specialists  propose  setting  a  guaran¬ 
tee  of,  say,  so  many  tons  of  rubber  a  year. 
If  private  trade  in  the  United  States — plus 
normal  Government  purchases  for  stock 
piling — absorbed  all  this  rubber,  well  and 
good.  If  not,  the  Government  would  agree 
to  buy  what  private  trade  didn’t  cake.  Rub¬ 
ber  would  be  added  to  the  Nation’s  strategic 
stock  pile. 

MORE  PLANNING 

Other  officials — and  these  are  in  the  mi¬ 
nority — want  the  Government  to  go  further 
and  support  prices.  Say  we’re  still  using 
rubber  as  an  example.  They  would  want 
Federal  agencies  to  step  in  and  buy  up  the 
imported  rubber  for  stock  piling,  not  only 
when  the  import  quota  wasn't  all  purchased 
privately,  but  whenever  the  United  States 
price  went  below  a  fixed  level.  This  would 
keep  prices  up  to  a  normal  level,  they  insist, 
and  aid  the  European  exporters.  Meantime, 
they’d  have  the  Government  keep  this  spe¬ 
cially  purchased  rubber  for  reselling  Into 
private  channels  when  rubbed  gets  scarce. 

Another  group  of  officials  and  Congressmen 
would  prefer  more  indirect  Government 
guaranties  of  markets.  These  planners  say 
United  States  importers  should  be  encour¬ 
aged  by  protecting  them  against  loss.  This 
idea  is  written  into  the  so-called  Murray 
bill,  the  economic  expansion  measure,  which 
would  give  the  Government  sweeping  powers 
for  boosting  industrial  capacity  and  output 
at  home  and  abroad. 

Under  this  proposal,  private  traders  would 
be  encouraged  to  import  raw  materials  and 
commodities  important  for  United  States  in¬ 
dustry,  on  long-term  contracts.  If  the  pri¬ 
vate  dealers  were  unable  to  resell  their  pur¬ 
chases,  the  Government  would  buy  them. 
If  no  private  trader  wanted  to  make  the  long¬ 
term  commitments,  the  Goverment  would 
make  the  contract.  The  commodities  would 
be  held  by  the  Government  for  resale  at 
prices  no  lower  than  the  prevailing  market, 
except  when  market  prices  were  found  to  be 
artificially  maintained. 

The  Government  officials  who  wrote  the 
bill  thus  put  themselves  in  this  incongruous 
position:  They  want  power  to  force  prices 
down  if  they  feel  private  traders  are  keeping 
them  too  high  artificially  but  want  power 
to  hold  them  up  artificially  themselves. 

Officials  admit  privately  they  think  none  of 
these  plans  has  a  chance  of  passing  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress.  But  they  point  out  that 
the  mood  of  the  lawmakers  next  session  may 
be  different. 

By  that  time,  one  ranking  official  says,  “the 
United  States  will  begin  to  feel  the  pinch  of 
declining  exports.  Americans  will  begin  to 
think  of  this,  not  as  a  British  or  European 
problem  but  as  an  American  problem.”  Then 
will  be  the  time,  he  adds,  for  coming  up  with 
more  aid-Europe  measures. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  make  a 
few  remarks  on  this  question,  without 
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the  Senator  from  Missouri  losing  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
realize  we  have  spent  considerable  time 
on  the  pending  bill;  and  if  it  were  not 
for  the  fact  that  I  believe  this  is  a  highly 
important  question  and  that  our  think¬ 
ing  on  a  question  of  this  kind  can  be  a 
crossroads  with  respect  to  what  may 
happen  in  the  future,  not  only  in 
America  but  in  the  world,  I  would  not 
take  the  time  of  the  Senate  for  these 
remarks.  « 

I  feel  that  in  the  past  we  have  been 
unable  in  our  national  thinking  to  grasp 
certain  world  problems,  and  for  that  rea¬ 
son  we  have  been  unable  to  find  solutions 
for  them.  I  go  back  to  the  day  when 
America  did  not  consider  communism  in 
its  vilest  form  to  be  a  menace  to  the 
world,  to  the  day  when  we  did  not  un¬ 
derstand  communism.  I  am  satisfied  if 
we  had  understood  the  true  meaning  of 
communism  we  would  have  been  able  to 
cope  with  it  at  the  time  of  our  recogni¬ 
tion  of  Russia.  But  we  did  not  then 
recognize  the  fact  that  communism  was 
a  movement  for  world  revolution,  with 
its  foundation  in  Marxism  or  socialism. 
Its  economic  system  is  socialism.  When 
they  socialize,  as  they  say,  the  proletariat 
comes  into  power.  Circumstances  re¬ 
quire  that  there  must  be  a  temporary 
dictator  “to  preserve  the  liberties  of  the 
people,”  sufficiently  so  that  socialization 
may  continue  to  the  point  where  no  gov¬ 
ernment  will  be  needed.  That  is  Marx¬ 
ism.  Communism  is  socialism  in  a 
hurry. 

We  have  not  always  seen  communism 
as  it  really  is.  But  something  happened 
in  America’s  thinking  at  the  time  we. de¬ 
cided  we  would  make  a  grant-in-aid  to 
Greece  and  Turkey.  That  was  really  the 
first  time  we  realized  that  if  communism 
sjbread  in  those  countries  it  would  affect 
the  welfare  of  America.  We  determined 
we  were  going  to  try  to  stop  it  there. 

But  at  the  same  time,  the  identical 
problem  arose  in  China.  With  respect 
to  China  we  lulled  ourselves  into  a  sense 
of  security  by  saying  the  Communist 
movement  in  China  was  an  agrarian  re¬ 
form  movement.  We  said,  “Yes;  we 
know  it  is  communism,  but  it  is  Chinese 
communism  and  therefore  does  not  have 
all  the  evils  of  Russian  communism.” 
We  sent  one  of  our  great  generals  to 
China  with  the  idea  we  could  unite  the 
Chinese  Nationalists  with  the  Commu¬ 
nists,  not  realizing  the  latter  were  one 
and  the  same  thing  with  world  revolu¬ 
tion  under  Russia. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  whether,  when,  as  he  says,  “we 
thought  it  was  an  agrarian  communism,” 
it  was  not  simply  the  State  Department 
thinking  which  was  accepted  by  enough 
people  in  America  to  allow  that  idea  to 
gain  a  foothold? 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  think  that  is  true. 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  other  words,  it  had 
nothing  to  do  with  any  independent 
thinking  in  the  matter.  It  was  merely  a 
matter  of  one  of  our  great  generals,  Mr. 
Marshall,  being  sent  to  China.  He  may 
have  been  a  good  general,  but  he  knew 
nothing  about  China  and,  apparently, 
nothing  about  communism.  Was  he  not 
the  same  general,  I  ask  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan,  who  attended  the 
President  at  Yalta,  where  Russia  was 
given  a  foothold  in  Asia  through  the 
gift  to  Russia  of  Manchuria? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes.  The  situation 
was  such  at  the  time  that  our  people 
were  blind  to  the  real  force  of  com¬ 
munism. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan,  was  it  not  the  same  general  who 
advised  the  same  President  at  Yalta, 
when  Berlin  was  given  to  the  Russians 
without  any  means  of  access  to  the  city, 
precipitating  us  into  the  great  fiasco  of 
hauling  coal  at  $500  a  ton  by  airplane  for 
nearly  a  year?  Was  it  not  the  same 
general? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  was. 

Mr.  MALONE.  It  seems  to  me  the 
mistakes  which  occurred  as  far  back  as 
Yalta  should  not  be  continued  indefi¬ 
nitely  and  continually  repeated.  Nearly 
everyone  whom  I  consulted  in  China 
last  year  understood  perfectly  well  that 
China  was  being  lost.  It  was  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  whether  China  was  being  lost;  it  was 
a  question  of  whether  she  was  important 
to  our  ultimate  safety.  My  statements 
released  in  China  at  the  time  simply 
stated  that  we  must  make  up  our  minds 
whether  the  integrity  of  China  was  im¬ 
portant  to  our  ultimate  peace  and  safety. 
Apparently  the  State  Department  did 
not  think  so. 

I  wanted  to  clear  the  atmosphere.  We 
were  told  by  the  State  Department  that 
there  were  agrarian  Communists.  Most 
everyone  now  seems  to  have  awakened  to 
the  fact  that  China  has  been  swept  away, 
but  we  were  lulled  to  sleep  by  the  State 
Department.  Many  informed  persons 
think  that  the  agrarian  Communists  will 
be  in  Canton  within  3  months,  and  that 
they  can  take  the  remainder  of  Asia  at 
their  leisure.  In  Indonesia,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  the  Dutch  have  been  spending  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  day  of  United  States  money 
to  keep  their  foothold  there;  they  have 
lived  off  of  Indonesia  for  300  years.  The 
French  in  Indochina  are  doing  the  same 
thing  on  a  smaller  scale. 

I  should  like  to  say  that  in  Saigon, 
Indochina,  there  is  plenty  of  housing. 
The  people  of  Asia,  including  Indonesia, 
Malaya,  and  Indochina  think  that  we  are 
trying  to  save  the  colonial  system  in  Asia 
and  Africa  for  the  three  nations  men¬ 
tioned,  while  the  Russians  are  promising 
them  relief  from  the  colonial  yoke.  That 
makes  the  Russians  heroes  in  their  eyes. 
In  my  personal  opinion  we  cannot  hold 
the  colonial  system  in  Asia  another  5 
years. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  remarks. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  While  the  war  in  China 
was  going  on,  where  was  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations? 
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Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  was  in  Washing¬ 
ton.  I  am  not  trying  to  be  facetious.  It 
was  here  conducting  negotiations,  so  far 
as  the  Senate  was  concerned.  But  I 
want  to  say  that  I  do  not  think  we  can 
blame  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
because  so  few  matters  of  foreign  rela¬ 
tions  are  actually  taken  up  officially  with 
the  committee  that  its  functions  are  not 
so  broad  as  they  might  be  in  the  solution 
of  these  problems. 

Mr.  LANGER.  If  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  had  said  the  policy 
was  wrong  and  had  told  this  body,  there 
would  not  have  been  any  appropriations 
voted  by  the  Senate  until  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  got  the  secret 
agreement  and  found  out  what  it  was  all 
about. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Joint  sessions  of  the 
Congress  were  addressed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  and  they  were 
told  that  there  were  no  secret  agree¬ 
ments.  So  I  do  not  blame  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  for  accepting  the 
statement  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  to  the  joint  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  inquire 
of  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  if  it  is  not  true  that  there  was 
another  great  general  (General  Wede- 
meyer)  who  was  sent  to  China  and  who 
made  a  report  to  the  State  Department 
which  was  suppressed  for  a  long  period 
of  time.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct.  It 
came  out  last  week. 

Mr.  MALONE.  There  must  have  been 
some  reason  for  the  suppression  of  that 
report.  Is  it  possible  that  General 
Wedemeyer  did  not  agree  that  the  China 
Reds  were  of  the  agrarion  type,  and 
that  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
of  the  Senate  did  not  have  access  to  the 
Wedemeyer  report? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  believe  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  have  access  to  it. 

Mr.  MALONE.  And  could  not  get  it? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  know 
whether  they  tried  to  get  it.  I  under¬ 
stand  they  did  not  have  access  to  it. 

Mr.  MALONE.  One  further  question, 
if  the  Senator  will  permit  me. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Does  the  Senate  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  have  the  :e- 
sponsibility  of  advising  the  Senate  on 
foreign  affairs? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  As  to  legislation, 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Does  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  believe  the  com¬ 
mittee  discharged  its  responsibility? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  so  far  as  it  had 
the  knowledge.  The  idea  prevails  that 
the  conduct  of  foreign  relations  of 
America  is  vested  in  the  Chief  Executive, 
and  that  he  has  the  right  to  carry  them 
out  without  much,  if  any,  consultation 
with  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MALONE.  If  the  distinguished 
Senator  will  yield  further,  it  was  never 
my  understanding  that  the  Senate  was 
to  take  the  advice  of  the  President,  but 
that  its  knowledge  was  to  come  through 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  point  is  that 
we  are  constitutionally  limited  as  to  what 
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we  can  do.  We  can  act  only  when  mat¬ 
ters  are  presented  In  one  of  two  ways, 
either  as  treaties  to  be  ratified  or  as 
nominations  of  those  who  are  to  carry 
on  our  foreign  relations,  which  are  to  be 
confirmed. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  It  is  a  terrific  surprise 
to  me  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  seems  to  want  us  to  believe  now 
that  they  do  not  agree  with  what  we 
have  been  led  to  believe  was  their  posi¬ 
tion  for  the  2Yz  years  during  which  I 
have  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate.  The 
junior  Senator  from  Nevada  thought 
that  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
approved  the  policy  which  we  are  fol¬ 
lowing.  I  have  sat  in  the  United  States 
Senate  hour  after  hour  and  heard  the 
plan  outlined  at  great  length  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
Does  the  junior  Senator  from  Michigan 
now  say  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  did  not  agree  with  the  State  De¬ 
partment? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  not  speaking 
for  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee.  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  committee 
did  not  see  the  Wedemeyer  report. 

Mr.  MALONE.  That  was  merely  an 
incident.  I  am  simply  trying  to  find  out 
now  whether  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  upon  which  the  majority  of 
the  Senate  apparently  depended  for  their 
information,  has  now  divested  itself  of 
all  responsibility  for  all  the  things  we 
have  been  doing? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  no  such 
knowledge  or  information.  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  committee  is  in  any 
way  indicating  that  it  wants  to  abdicate 
and  not  perform  its  functions. 

I  wish  the  Senator  would  propound 
these  questions  to  a  member  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  further  yield - 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  sorry  I  misunder¬ 
stood.  I  thought  the  Senator  was  say¬ 
ing,  “we  thought,”  which  is  rather  all- 
inclusive.  I  took  it  to  refer  to  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  When  I  used  that 
pronoun  I  was  referring  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  which,  in  for¬ 
eign  relations,  is  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment.  That  might  clear  the  record. 

Mr.  MALONE.  We  merely  financed 
the  plan  and  I  suppose  were  not  supposed 
to  understand  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  “we”  certainly 
did  not  include  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan,  and  I  take  it  from  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  questions  that  it  does  not  include 
the  junior  Senator  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  think  the  record  has 
been  made  clear  over  the  past  two  and  a 
half  years  that  many  of  us  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  in  it  and  the  results  show  that  we 
have  been  foolish.  But  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  regardless  of  the  way  in 
which  the  junior  Senator  from  Nevada 
voted,  did  appropriate  large  sums  of 
money  for  the  carrying  out  of  the  foreign 
policy  approved  by  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  We  were  never  advised  by 


the  committee  that  it  should  be  changed 
in  any  way.  The  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  is  the  only  one  of  which  the  junior 
Senator  from  Nevada  knows  that  could 
do  it.  To  hear  now  that  we  thought  this 
or  that,  or  that  the  policy  is  entirely  un¬ 
satisfactory  to  this  committee,  comes  as  a 
shock.  Many  of  us  never  did  agree  with 
it — but  were  outvoted. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  change  the 
word  “we”  to  indicate  that  it  means  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government.  I 
think  that  may  clarify  the  matter  which 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  has  brought  up. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  saying  that  some 
persons  in  high  places  in  America,  with 
the  right  to  make  our  foreign  policy,  did 
not  properly  evaluate  communism,  did 
not  understand  communism,  and  did  not 
appreciate  its  force  in  the  world  as  a  revo¬ 
lutionary  power — what  it  would  do  and 
what  it  would  accomplish  if  it  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  move  on. 

There  is  a  sentence  in  the  letter  of 
transmittal  of  the  white  paper  which  I 
wish  to  read  and  comment  on : 

For  reasons  of  military  security  and  for 
those  only  it  was  considered  too  dangerous 
for  the  United  States  to  consult  with  the 
National  Government  regarding  the  Yalta 
agreement  or  to  communicate  its  terms  at 
once  to  Chungking. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  what  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  saying.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  understand  that  it  was 
our  Government  which  put  the  pressure 
on  Chiang  Kai-shek,  as  the  head  of  the 
Nationalist  Government,  to  agree  to  the 
Yalta  agreement  terms  as  to  the  transfer 
of  Manchuria  to  Russia? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Yalta  terms 
were  all  agreed  upon  without  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  Nationalist  Government  of 
China.  What  I  was  just  reading  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  State  Department  said 
that  it  was  not  even  transmitted  to  them- 
It  was  agreed  between  the  President  of 
the  United  States  and  the  head  of  the 
Russian  Government,  Josef  Stalin. 
Chiang  Kai-shek,  for  the  National  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  China,  was  not  present,  and 
was  not  considered  in  connection  with 
this  question. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Was  it  not  presented 
to  Chaing  Kai-shek,  the  Generalissimo, 
later,  and  then,  under  pressure  from  our 
State  Department,  did  he  not  agree? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  He  had  no  choice. 

Mr.  MALONE.  But  he  did  agree  later; 
did  he  not? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  take  it  he  did. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Under  pressure  from 
this  Government,  the  “we”  the  junior 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  been  dis¬ 
cussing? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  MALONE.  As  I  understand  now, 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  did  not  agree 
with  those  views,  and  all  of  this  was 
carried  on  without  cooperation  of  the 
American  people  or  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 
This  statement  indicates  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  considered 
communism  to  be  such  that  he  could  deal 


directly  with  it,  not  even  advising  with 
the  State  Department.  As  I  understand 
it,  Mr.  Byrnes,  who  was  then  Secretary  of 
State,  indicated  even  he  did  not  have 
knowledge  of  the  Yalta  Agreement,  so 
far  as  it  related  to  the  Chinese  Govern¬ 
ment.  But  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
has  information  which  indicates  that  on 
the  very  day  the  President  of  the  United 
States  spoke  before  the  joint  session  of 
Congress  saying  that  there  was  no  se¬ 
cret  agreement,  terms  of  the  Yalta  Agree¬ 
ment  were  transmitted  to  the  Generalis¬ 
simo  of  the  Nationalist  Government  in 
China  as  an  accomplished  fact. 

I  merely  bring  that  out  to  emphasize 
that  I  am  convinced  in  my  own  mind 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
and  the  State  Department  did  not  real¬ 
ize  what  communism  was  at  that  time, 
otherwise  they  would  never  have  made  an 
agreement  to  divide  Germany  into  four 
parts,  and  to  give  to  Russia  a  part  of 
Germany  which  was  in  effect  the  bread 
basket  of  Germany.  If  they  had  under¬ 
stood  communism  as  it  really  was  and  is 
today,  they  would  not  have  divided  Ber¬ 
lin  into  parts,  and  given  to  the  Com¬ 
munist  regime  a  hundred  miles  of  terri¬ 
tory  surrounding  the  entire  Berlin  area. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Were  not  the  State 
Department  and  the  President  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  know  what  communism  was  at 
that  particular  time? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Had  they  not  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  what  Russia  had  done  to 
Finland? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  Stalin  had  made  an  agreement  with 
Hitler. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  to  the  fact  that  he  said  he 
did  not  think  they  understoqd  what  com¬ 
munism  was.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  were 
they  not  in  possession  of  enough  infor¬ 
mation  to  have  given  them  full  light  on 
the  intentions  of  communism,  and  the 
fact  that  we  could  not  live  in  the  same 
world  with  them,  as  long  as  they  carried 
out  their  program? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  reason  the 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan  stated  the 
situation  in  the  way  he  did  was  that  he 
cannot  conceive  how  anyone  who  un¬ 
derstood  communism  could  do  the  things 
that  were  done.  Therefore  he  is  giving 
to  them  the  benefit  of  the  doubt,  taking 
it  for  granted  they  did  not  understand 
the  full  impact  and  the  full  meaning  of 
communism. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator  re¬ 
call  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  denounced  Russia  for  having 
made  an  attack  on  Finland,  even  before 
Germany  attacked  Russia? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  And  condemned  the 
Russian  regime  as  being  as  much  of  a 
dictatorship  as  the  Hitler  dictatorship 
in  Germany? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  but  I  give  the 
benefit  of  the  doubt  to  all  those  who  were 
dealing  with  this  problem,  because  the 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan,  as  he 
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sees  and  evaluates  communism,  cannot 
otherwise  understand  how  these  things 
could  have  been  done  by  loyal  and  pa¬ 
triotic  Americans.  My  reason  for  mak¬ 
ing  this  point  today  is  that  I  am  con¬ 
vinced,  indeed  I  was  never  more  con¬ 
vinced  of  anything  in  my  life,  that  the 
people  of  America  do  not  today  under¬ 
stand  socialism  and  do  not  understand 
Marxism.  If  they  did  they  would  be  pay¬ 
ing  more  attention  to  the  Kem  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  pending  bill. 

That  is  what  I  want  to  bring  out  by 
the  statement  I  am  making  before  the 
Senate.  I  am  convinced  that  if  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people,  if  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  realized  the  evils  of 
socialism,  they  would  not  stand  idly  by, 
as  we  stood  idly  by  while  the  truth  about 
communism  was  slowly  dawning.  That 
is  why  I  am  now  addressing  the  Senate. 
It  is  because  I  feel  so  keenly  about  what 
socialism  is,  as  I  see  socialism  in  Great 
Britain  and  elsewhere  today.  I  am 
pleading  with  the  British  people  to  ap¬ 
preciate  what  socialism  means  and  not 
to  go  further  down  the  road  to  socialism, 
because  the  junior  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  feels  warm-hearted  to  the  British 
people.  I  hope  they  will  see  socialism 
as  it  really  is.  I  hope  they  will  see  that 
after  they  have  gone  down  the  road  to 
socialism,  they  can  never  return  to  in¬ 
dividual  enterprise. 

What  will  it  lead  to?  Every  socialistic 
step  leads  to  more  controls.'  And  more 
controls  ultimately  and  inevitably  will 
lead  to  dictatorship  and  such  a  dictator¬ 
ship  will  be  as  evil  as  was  the  dictatorship 
of  Germany,  and  as  evil  as  the  dictator¬ 
ship  of  Russia  is  today.  I  hope  the  Brit¬ 
ish  people  will  realize  that  meaning  of 
socialism. 

A  Senator  of  the  United  States  said  to 
me  yesterday,  “I  do  not  think  we  can  put 
this  provision  into  the  bill.  The  rea¬ 
son  is  that  it  would  be  dictating  the 
domestic  policies  of  the  British  Empire, 
particularly  of  England,  and  they  would 
resent  it,  and  instead  of  our  getting  rid 
of  the  present  Labor  Socialist  Govern¬ 
ment  we  would  be  giving  it  more  power, 
and  it  would  win  at  the  next  election.” 

Mr.  President,  that  is  an  argument 
which  anyone  can  understand,  but  I  do 
not  see  the  situation  that  way.  The 
question  now  before  the  American  people 
is,  Must  we,  for  fear  of  pushing  socialism 
further  on  the  English  people,  say  to 
them,  “We  will  not  go  into  this  question 
at  all.  We  will  stay  away  from  it?” 
Must  we  tell  them  that  we  will  stay  away 
from  it  because  we  have  to  be  careful  and 
not  have  them  pushed  further  into 
socialism? 

I  ask  the  Senate:  Will  not  the  fact 
that  we  do  not  raise  the  issue,  and  do 
not  take  our  stand,  through  this  measure, 
with  respect  to  the  continuance  of  social¬ 
ization  in  Britain,  make  clear  to  the 
British  people  that  we  of  America  do  not 
see  what  socialism  is  doing  to  Britain, 
that  we  do  not  fear  socialism,  and  there¬ 
fore  we  do  not  care  whether  or  not  the 
British  people  adopt  socialism? 

Will  Britain  be  pushed  into  becoming 
a  socialistic  state  more  quickly  and  more 
deeply  if  we  attach  strings  to  the  money 
we  give  her?  I  feel  very  keenly  about 
this  matter,  Mr.  President.  I  feel  that 


the  British  people  will  awaken  if  we  take 
affirmative  action.  If  we  attach  this 
condition  to  the  money  we  give  her  in 
aid,  her  people  will  see  socialism  as  it 
really  is.  They  will  realize  more  quickly 
and  more  certainly  what  socialism  means 
to  them  and  to  the  world  if  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  declares  that  it  sees 
the  evil  of  the  socialism  and  recognizes 
what  it  means. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  do  not  adopt  such 
an  amendment,  as  is  now  proposed  the 
people  of  Britain  will  believe  that  we  feel 
socialism  is  merely  a  mild  menace,  that 
it  is  not  going  to  take  the  people  of 
Britain  down  the  wrong  road.  If  we  fail 
to  take  such  action,  the  British  people 
will  believe  that  the  American  people  do 
not  see  any  danger  in  what  the  British 
Government  is  doing,  and  have  no  fears 
of  the  result.  The  people  of  Britain  will 
believe  that  we  fail  to  see  that  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  Great  Britain  will  be  ruined  by 
socializing  the  steel  industry  and  further 
pushing  the  British  people  over  the  brink, 
to  that  point  where  they  can  no  longer 
return  to  the  individual  enterprise 
system. 

If  the  Senate  fails  to  act  on  the  Kem 
amendment  the  British  people  will  say 
that  the  subject  was  debated  upon  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Senate  voted, 
by  a  large  majority,  their  belief  that  so¬ 
cialism  is  not  an  evil. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  to  the  people  of 
Great  Britain  and  to  the  people  of  Amer¬ 
ica  today  that  as  I  see  the  situation  I 
cannot  do  other  than  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  because  I  believe  socialism  to  be 
a  great  evil.  I  believe  that  Great  Britain 
cannot  survive  half  socialistic  and  half 
individual  enterprise  system,  or  even 
three-quarters  individual  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  and  one-quarter  socialistic.  The 
minute  the  British  Government  takes 
over  the  British  steel  business,  in  that 
minute  it  will  begin  taking  over  other 
business.  That  is  what  taking  over  the 
steel  business  will  lead  to.  Do  not  for¬ 
get  that  every  particle  of  food  in  Great 
Britain  is  socialized  even  today. 

I  cannot  sit  idly  by  and  not  speak  out 
against  what  I  believe  to  be  a  great  evil 
in  the  world.  That  evil  is  Marxism;  it 
is  socialism,  which  is  communism  in  a 
mild  form.  Any  nation  that  adopts  so¬ 
cialism  will  bring  dictatorship  upon  it¬ 
self. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator  have 
in  mind  the  situation  which  will  exist  in 
the  matter  of  competition  for  the  world’s 
markets  if  the  great  industries  of  Great 
Britain  are  nationalized  and  come  in 
competition  in  the  same  markets  with 
the  individual  enterprise  system,  the  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  system  of  thg  United 
States? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  We  know  what  hap¬ 
pens  in  connection  with  every  industry 
which  is  socialized.  When  an  industry 
is  socialized  it  has  back  of  it  all  the  power 
of  taxation  by  the  government,  all  the 
power  of  force,  even  to  the  point  of  eco¬ 
nomic  sanctions  in  international  rela¬ 
tions.  Therefore,  the  American  private 
enterprise  system,  whether  represented 
by  General  Motors,  du  Pont,  or  any  other 


large  industry,  will  not  have  the  power 
that  a  cartel  under  socialism  has  in  the 
British  Empire. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  In  other  words,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  from  Michigan  be¬ 
lieves  socialization  of  an  industry  would 
in  effect  bring  about  a  national  cartel 
of  the  business  or  enterprise  that  was 
nationalized? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  must  inevi¬ 
tably  be  the  result.  When  the  British 
Empire  socializes  the  entire  steel  busi¬ 
ness  that  business  becomes  a  govern¬ 
mental  monopoly,  a  governmental  cartel, 
and  it  is  going  to  act  in  every  place  in  the 
world  as  a  governmental  cartel.  I  care 
not  how  large  a  private  enterprise  may 
be,  or  how  much  money  it  has;  it  cannot 
compete  with  a  monopoly  controlled  by 
the  British  Empire,  which  has  back  of  it 
airplanes,  guns,  and  economic  sanctions 
and  all  that  go  with  them. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Does  not  the  danger 
to  our  industry  arise  from  the  fact  that 
when  a  British  industry  becomes  nation¬ 
alized  great  areas  of  the  world  will  be 
exclusively  served  by  that  industry,  and 
American  production  will  be  excluded? 
The  costs  of  operation  under  the  private- 
enterprise  system  are  lower,  but  even  so, 
we  cannot  compete  with  a  nationalized 
British  industry  because  we  will  be  ex¬ 
cluded  from  large  areas  of  the  world. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  exactly 
right.  British  nationalized  industry  will 
not  be  able  to  produce  goods  at  the  same 
price  as  goods  produced  by  our  free- 
enterprise  industries.  But  that  is  not 
the  point.  Nationalized  industry  does 
not  have  to  produce  at  as  low  a  price  as 
our  industry  can.  If  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  controls  the  British  industry  it 
is  a  monopoly.  That  monopoly  can  press 
the  goods  of  free-enterprise  industries 
out  of  territories  it  controls. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  United  States  today  is  being  system¬ 
atically  excluded  from  areas  of  the  world 
by  England  under  the  identical  system 
which  Hitler  adopted  in  Germany,  and 
which  was  one  of  the  causes  for  World 
War  II? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  true.  The 
reason  is  that  Great  Britain  today  is  on 
the  road  to  national  monopoly  of  all  its 
industry,  and  it  sees  nothing  else  but 
national  monopoly  as  a  policy  to  follow. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  junior  Senator  from  Michigan 
whether  he  would  not  like  to  add  to  the 
appeal  he  is  making  to  the  British  people 
the  suggestion  that  they  are  raising  their 
own  costs  and  lowering  their  own  stand¬ 
ards  of  living.  It  seems  to  me  that  any 
appeal  to  the  British  people  must  take 
into  account  the  fact  that  they  are  cut¬ 
ting  their  own  throats.  That  appeals  to 
me  very  much  more  than  any  appeal 
based  on  cutting  us  out  of  areas  of  trade, 
because  I  think  we  can  stand  that  much 
better  than  the  British  people  can  stand 
what  is  being  done  to  them. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
certainly  glad  the  able  Senator  from 
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Vermont  made  that  statement  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  It  is  certainly  true 
that  the  harm  which  is  being  done  to  the 
British  people  is  much  greater  than  any 
harm  which  will  be  done  to  America.  I 
can  assure  the  Senate  that  I  am  not 
pleading  today  solely  for  the  selfish  in¬ 
terest  of  the  American  people  and  for 
their  place  in  the  markets  of  the  world, 
although  free  markets  are  the  corner¬ 
stone  of  our  hopes  for  a  free  world  and  a 
world  at  peace.  I  do  not  believe  we  can 
have  world  peace  if  Europe  becomes  so¬ 
cialized.  We  cannot  have  world  peace  if 
the  British  Empire  becomes  socialized. 
Sooner  or  later,  when  the  socialistic 
states  become  dictatorial,  their  influence 
will  gravitate  to  the  other  dictators,  and 
opposition  will  necessarily  rise  against 
our  economic  system  and  our  political 
system.  I  have  said  before  on  the  Senate 
floor  that  I  believe  this  is  a  cold  war  for 
the  souls  of  men,  and  their  beliefs  in  se- 
security  through  statism  or  security 
through  freedom. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  in  a  moment.  Marxism,  socialism, 
and  communism  are  on  the  one  side. 
The  free-enterprise  system  is  on  the 
other.  I  understand  that  Socialists  say, 
“We  can  have  a  world  welfare  state.  We 
can  have  something  like  the  Bill  of 
Rights  and  still  have  socialism.”  They 
do  not,  however,  understand  socialism  or 
they  would  know  that  within  the  so¬ 
cialistic  state  there  cannot  exist  a  Bill 
of  Rights  for  the  individual  liberties  of 
the  people.  Under  the  socialistic  state 
the  British  people  cannot  retain  the  old 
rights  for  which  they  fought  and  which 
they  gained  at  Runnymede  in  1215,  be¬ 
cause  the  socialistic  state  and  individual 
liberties  and  rights  are  absolutely  an¬ 
tagonistic  to  each  other.  They  will 
no  more  mix  than  will  the  communistic 
government  of  China  and  the  National 
Government  of  China,  or  water  and  gas¬ 
oline. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  Senator  speaks 
of  world  peace.  Will  he  please  explain 
how  we  can  have  world  peace  if  the  world 
is  split  up  into  areas  of  influence  in 
which  only  one  country  can  do  business, 
and  other  countries  are  excluded?  Will 
not  the  result  be  a  depression  in  this 
country  and  in  the  world? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Certainly  we  can¬ 
not  have  world  peace  under  those  condi¬ 
tions.  That  is  why  the  North  Atlantic 
Pact  aims  to  provide  for  freedom  of 
movement  of  individuals  and  raw  mate¬ 
rials  between  one  country  and  another, 
uncontrolled  by  government  monopoly 
or  cartels. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  How  can  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  be  accused  of  selfishness  in 
insisting  upon  the  principles  which  are 
necessary  to  preserve  the  peace  of  the 
world? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  have  never  felt 
that  it  was  selfishness  to  point  out  to 
one’s  fellow  citizens  and  to  the  British 
people,  and  the  people  of  the  earth,  the 
evils  of  socialism.  We  get  our  common 
law,  and  many  of  our  principles  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  from  the  British  people.  To¬ 


day  they  should  welcome  a  warning  as  to 
what  is  going  on.  It  does  not  repreesnt 
outside  interference,  or  selfishness.  I 
am  satisfied  that  if  the  British  people 
realized  what  socialism  is  they  would 
throw  it  off,  because  if  there  is  any  na¬ 
tion  in  the  world  that  cannot  make  a 
go  economically  under  a  socialistic 
regime,  it  is  the  British  Empire. 
For  centuries  the  British  Empire  has 
lived  upon  interest  and  dividends  from 
the  stocks  and  bonds  and  capital  invest¬ 
ments  the  world  around.  Now  they  are 
changing  their  entire  economic  system 
and  trying  to  do  away  with  stocks  and 
bonds.  How  can  they  survive  with  no 
more  dividends  and  no  more  interest? 
How  could  America  survive  with  a  So¬ 
cialist  government? 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr-.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  am  intensely  in¬ 
terested  in  the  Senator’s  remarks,  to  the 
effect  that  socialism  cannot  live  along¬ 
side  capitalism.  As  a  preface  to  my 
question,  let  me  say  that  a  year  ago  last 
March,  in  1948,  I  called  attention  to  a 
statement  made  by  Mr.  Bevin  and  Mr. 
Wilson,  of  England.  They  said  they 
wanted  to  be  the  “bridgehead”  between 
Communist  Soviet  Russia  and  United 
States  capitalism,  indicating  that  they 
wanted  to  be  neutral.  Is  there  any  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  ultimate  objectives 
of  socialism  and  communism?  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  they  are  both  headed  for  the 
perfect  state,  with  everything  controlled 
by  the  state. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  It  is  merely  a  matter 
of  the  route  they  take.  In  other  words, 
socialism  professes  to  depend  upon  the 
regular  machinery  of  government,  vot¬ 
ing  by  peaceful  means. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  They  depend  upon 
what  they  call  peaceful  or  evolutionary 
means.  Communism  is  revolutionary, 
with  precipitate  and  bloody  means. 

Mr.  MALONE.  But  is  there  any  dif¬ 
ference  in  the  ultimate  end? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  No.  They  are  one 
and  the  same  thing,  as  I  am  trying  to 
point  out.  I  hope  I  may  be  able,  in  a 
small  way,  to  point  out  that  they  lead 
down  the  same  road,  to  dictatorial  pow¬ 
er  and  dictatorship.  Both  arrive  at  dic¬ 
tatorship,  one  directly,  the  other  ulti¬ 
mately  and  inevitably.  Dictatorship  is 
that  which  takes  the  liberties  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  into  its  possession  and  says,  “Wait  a 
while.  We  will  keep  these  powers  until 
you  are  able  to  carry  on  without  a 
state.”  As  one  who  has  spent  his  life  in 
the  law,  I  regard  that  as  an  idle  dream. 
The  time  will  never  come  when  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  world  can  live  without  gov¬ 
ernment,  without  criminal  law,  without 
some  control  of  those  who  would  over¬ 
throw  the  principles  of  democratic  gov¬ 
ernment,  and  even  religion,  in  this 
country  and  all  other  countries. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  As  a  preface  to  my 
next  question,  I  may  say  that  I  discussed 
this  subject  before  the  Senate  a  year  ago 
last  March.  I  said  then  that  there  is  no 


difference  between  the  objectives  of  the 
two  forms  of  government,  just  as  the 
able  Senator  from  Michigan  has  pointed 
out.  A  member  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  took  violent  issue  with  me  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  He  stated  that 
nothing  like  that  could  happen. 

Is  it  not  probable,  in  the  light  of  his¬ 
tory,  that  the  ultimate  objective  of  all 
controlled  governments,  whether  they  be 
socialistic  or  communistic,  is  the  same? 
The  beginning  of  control  is  the  beginning 
of  dictatorship.  One  control  leads  to 
another,  and  finally  complete  dictator¬ 
ship  is  the  ultimate  and  inevitable  result 
of  either  system. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  sees  it.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  about  it.  The  reason  I  have 
taken  the  floor  today  is  to  plead  with  my 
fellow  Senators  and  with  the  British 
people  to  see  the  evils  which  characterize 
socialization,  and  the  road  down  which 
socialization  will  lead  them.  There  are 
none  so  blind  as  those  who  will  not  see. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  believe  the  Senator 
is  doing  the  United  States  Senate  a  great 
service  in  calling  attention  emphatically 
and  in  a  forceful  manner  to  the  almost 
criminal  lack  of  a  consistent  foreign  pol¬ 
icy.  It  may  be  said  that  we  are  responsi¬ 
ble  for  financing  a  Socialist  system  of 
government.  Therefore  we  must  take 
our  share  of  responsibility.  Mr.  Churchill 
and  most  of  the  other  great  leaders  in 
Europe  and  in  Britain  have  said  that  if 
we  were  not  financing  the  British  So¬ 
cialist  government  it  would  fall,  and  be 
replaced  by  a  more  conservative  govern¬ 
ment.  A  few  days  ago  a  great  leader  in 
Belgium  said,  “Belgium  cannot  yet  af¬ 
ford  socialism.”  In  other  words,  they 
must  work,  and  they  are  working,  while 
we  support  the  Socialist  governments  of 
Europe. 

The  question  of  interfering  with  an¬ 
other  government  when  we  suggest  how 
the  money  we  give  them  should  be  ex¬ 
pended,  let  me  make  a  comparison  with 
the  affairs  of  a  bank.  A  man’s  personal 
conduct  is  of  little  interest  to  a  bank, 
and  it  is  not  able  to  interfere  with  his 
personal  conduct,  even  though  it  may 
not  be  conducive  to  good  business  man¬ 
agement.  But  let  that  man  go  to  a  bank 
to  borrow  money  to  finance  a  contract  or 
finance  something  the  profitable  con¬ 
summation  of  which  depends  upon  his 
skill  and  attention,  and  immediately  the 
bank  has  a  direct  interest  in  his  affairs. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 
He  who  controls  the  purse  strings  con¬ 
trols  expenditures. 

Mr.  MALONE.  This  is  my  point :  The 
president  of  the  bank  or  the  cashier  of 
the  bank  does  not  lend  the  borrower  his 
own  personal  funds.  He  lends  him 
money  belonging  to  the  depositors,  and 
he  must  see  that  it  is  repaid. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Is  there  any  difference 
between  the  situation  involved  in  the 
bank’s  dealing  with  depositors’  money 
and  the  situation  of  the  Congress  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  money  of  the  taxpayers? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  They  are  both 
trustees. 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11179 


Mr.  MALONE.  In  other  words,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  has  no 
money  of  its-  own.  The  only  way  it  can 
get  money  is  to  take  it  from  the  tax¬ 
payers.  That  is  true,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MALONE.  We  are  in  the  position 
of  a  trustee  for  the  taxpayers’  money, 
which  we  ourselves  vote  to  collect.  So 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  a  right  to 
impose  the  conditions  which  we  consider 
proper,  because  foreign  countries  are  not 
forced  to  take  the  money.  But  if  they 
take  the  money,  they  should  take  it  under 
conditions  laid  down  by  Congress. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question  at  this  point? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Is  there  not  one  important 
difference  in  the  comparison  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  of  the  relationship 
between  the  Congress  and  the  taxpayers 
and  the  relationship  between  a  bank  and 
its  depositors?  The  depositors  place 
their  money  in  the  bank  voluntarily. 
The  taxpayers  have  it  taken  from  them 
by  compulsion  of  law. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  what  the  difference  is  between 
the  situation  of  the  British  and  our  own 
situation.  As  I  understand,  Britain’s 
difficulty  today  is  that  she  is  spending 
more  than  she  earns.  Is  not  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Does  not  the  same  sit¬ 
uation  exist  in  this  country?  Are  we  not 
spending  more  than  we  earn? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Last,year  we  spent 
$1,800,000,000  more  than  we  earned;  I 
think  that  is  the  correct  amount. 

Mr.  JENNER.  And  it  is  estimated 
that  next  year  we  shall  have  a  deficit  of 
from  $5,000,000,000  to  $6,000,000,000  or 
perhaps  $10,0G0,000,000.  Is  not  that 
correct? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  know  that 
it  will  go  that  high,  but  it  could. 

Mr.  JENNER.  So  I  do  not  think  we 
should  be  critical  of  England  if  we  are 
silly  enough  to  fall  for  her  pleas  to  help 
her  go  on  with  socialization.  If  we  do 
that,  we  are  just  like  the  drunkard  who 
walks  to  the  bar  of  a  saloon  and  says, 
“Come  on,  boys;  have  a  drink  on  me.” 
But  he  does  not  have  enough  money  to 
pay  for  his  own  groceries  at  home.  Today 
the  United  States  cannot  pay  for  its  own 
graceries,  but,  acting  like  a  drunken 
bum,  it  is  saying,  “Come  on,  beys;  have 
a  drink  on  me.” 

So  we  should  not  be  too  hard  on  Eng¬ 
land  if  we  “fall”  for  that. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  Britain  today,  under  her  socializa¬ 
tion  of  medicine,  has  purchased  45,000,- 
C00  pairs  of  eyeglasses  for  her  peo¬ 
ple,  one  would  think  the  people  of  Eng¬ 
land  would  be  able  to  see  the  road  they 
are  traveling  on  and  be  able  to  turn  back. 
Apparently  there  are  only  about  5,000,- 
000  people  in  the  British  Isles  who  have 
not  received  a  pair  of  eyeglasses  under 
their  socialization  of  medicine.  So  per¬ 


haps  they  did  make  a  good  investment, 
if  the  people  will  use  the  glasses  to  see. 

Mr.  JENNER.  They  will  not  use  them 
If  we  keep  on  “dishing  it  out”  to  them. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  yield,  let  me  ask  whether  he  has 
information  about  the  number  of  tou¬ 
pees  the  British  people  have  been  fur¬ 
nished  under  our  ECA  aid. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  have  the 
figures,  but  I  understand  it  is  greatly  in 
excess  of  the  number  of  bald  heads 
there. 

Mr.  JENNER.  How  about  the  num¬ 
ber  of  girdles. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  do  not  have  the 
figures,  but  I  understand  it  is  greatly  in 
excess  of  the  number  of  fat  girls. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  understands  that  there 
is  now  before  the  Congress  a  serious  pro¬ 
posal,  on  the  part  of  several  Senators, 
which  would  practically  make  a  public 
utility  out  of  all  American  business. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  I  am  familiar 
with  those  bills.  Those  who  sponsor  the 
bills  seek  to  use  the  same  means- to  stop 
depression  that  they  attempted  to  use  in 
January  to  stop  inflation.  The  remedy 
they  propose  is  the  same  in  either  case. 
It  is  Government  control. 

Mr.  MALONE.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield  further,  let  me  inquire  whether  he 
is  familiar  with  what  that  bill  would  do. 
Under  it  we  shall  be  headed  along  the 
same  road  that  England  and  all  other 
socialized  countries  travel.  First  we 
musf  have  Government  control  of  all 
private  business.  This  bill  throws  out 
the  bait  that  if  a  new  business  is  sought 
to  be  commenced  or  if  an  old  business 
seeks  to  expand  or  to  borrow  money  from 
the  Government  out  of  the  $11,000,000,- 
000  fund,  of  which  $4,000,000,000  will  be 
used  for  administrative  expenses — and 
that  would  seem  to  be  sufficient — the 
business  which  wishes  to  take  such  a 
step  must  obtain  a  permit  to  operate 
from  a  Government  board  which  is  to 
be  set  up.  Having  served  for  8  years  on 
a  State  public  service  commission,  I  un¬ 
derstand  something  about  the  workings 
of  boards.  No  doubt  that  board  will  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  business  needs  the 
loan  and  whether  it  meets  the  test  of 
necessity  and  convenience.  Before  being 
eligible  to  receive  the  Government  money 
the  business  will  have  to  agree  to  permit 
the  Government  to  control  the  business. 
In  other  words,  whenever  the  board 
thinks  the  business  should  be  established 
the  board  will  issue  a  permit  for  that 
purpose.  Business  will  then  be  operated 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  railroads  or 
other  public  utility  under  a  public  utility 
commission  or  under  the  Federal  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission. 

Under  such  an  arrangement,  with  the 
board  having  the  means  of  providing  for 
amortization  over  a  period  of  5  years, 
instead  of  10  years,  under  the  internal 
revenue  act,  the  business  will  be  under 
the  direct  control  of  the  board. 

Let  me  say  parenthetically  that  of 
course  the  depression  into  which  we  are 
moving  ourselves  has  been  caused  by 
cutting  the  floor  from  under  wages  and 


under  the  proposal  of  the  bill  to  which 
I  have  been  referring,  the  Government 
will  take  over  business  for  the  alleged 
purpose  of  curing  the  depression. 

Let  me  ask  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
whether  he  sees  any  difference  between 
that  type  of  procedure  and  the  socializa¬ 
tion  of  industry  in  England. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Only  that  when 
the  people  of  the  United  States  wake  up 
to  what  is  going  on,  they  will  check  it 
and  throw  it  out.  That  is  the  difference. 

Mr.  MALONE.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
if  the  Congress  were  allowed  to  go  home 
for  60  days,  what  the  junior  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  just  stated  would  oc¬ 
cur.  I  think  he  is  absolutely  correct 
about  that,  but  unless  a  check  is  soon 
put  on  such  operations,  it  may  be  too 
late. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  think  a  visit  to 
our  respective  constituencies  would  be 
of  great  benefit  to  the  legislative  process. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  let  me  inquire  whether  he  agrees 
that  the  proposal  of  the  bill  to  which  I 
have  been  referring  is  based  on  the  same 
old  plan  of  having  the  Government  take 
charge  of  all  business  and  also  going  into 
deficit  financing. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Oh,  yes.  The  law¬ 
yers  and  economists  in  various  Govern¬ 
ment  departments  are  attempting  to  be 
the  planners  and  the  ones  to  chart  the 
course.  The  course  they  are  proposing 
would  result  in  what  the  Senator  has  in¬ 
dicated. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Under  these  arrange¬ 
ments,  England  and  various  other  na¬ 
tions  of  Europe  are  included  in  our 
budget.  They  are  as  much  a  part  of  it  as 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  won¬ 
der  whose  budget  will  we  get  in  on,  after 
we  are  unable  to  squeeze  any  more  money 
out  of  the  pockets  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  We  have  no  place 
to  go  except  to  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  said  when  I  began 
my  remarks,  I  feel  that  this  matter  is  of 
such  importance,  not  only  to  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  but  to  the  people 
of  the  British  Empire  and  to  the  people 
of  the  world,  that  I  believe  I  would  not 
be  doing  my  full  duty  as  a  United  States 
Senator  if  I  did  not  take  the  floor  at 
this  time  to  make  this  statement.  I 
have  sought  to  describe  how  I  feel  about 
the  great  problem  of  the  world  today, 
the  great  cold  war  between  totalitarian, 
communistic,  and  socialistic  power  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  Republic  we  have 
in  our  country  and  the  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  of  the  United  States,  on  the  other. 
It  is  a  battle,  and  we  have  reached  the 
critical  point.  In  other  words,  we  are  at 
the  crossroads.  The  fate  of  mankind 
hangs  in  the  balance. 

Therefore,  I  rose  on  this  occasion  to 
state  how  I  feel  about  the  whole  prob¬ 
lem.  I  hope  the  British  people  will  feel 
that  this  proposal  is  not  directed  against 
them  for  any  purpose  of  damaging  them 
or  reflecting  upon  them.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  they  should  realize  that  our  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  aid  them  and  to  enable  them 
to  continue,  on  the  great  road  they  have 
traveled  in  the  past.  After  all,  they 
founded  the  common  law.  They  estab- 
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lished  governments  around  the  world,  so 
that  it  could  truly  be  said  that  the  sun 
never  set  on  the  British  flag.  They  have 
a  place  in  the  world.  It  is  too  bad  that 
they  have  undertaken  this  step  down  the 
road  of  socialization,  which  ultimately 
will  destroy  all  for  which  they  have  stood 
in  the  past.  In  time  it  will  envelop,  and 
could  destroy,  the  things  for  which  our 
institutions  stand.  I  hope  they  will  real¬ 
ize  that,  and  will  understand  that  the 
position  we  take  on  this  matter  is  not 
an  attempt  by  outside  forces,  by  for¬ 
eigners,  by  people  in  the  United  States, 
to  dictate  the  domestic  policy  of  Britain ; 
for  that  is  not  our  purpose.  Our  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  do  nothing  but  wave  a  flag  of 
warning,  to  say  to  them,  “Here  is  the  evil 
road  ahead.  If  you  voluntarily  go  down 
it,  you  will  not  receive  the  aid  of  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States,  who  have 
furnished  this  aid  to  you  out  of  their 
earnings  in  a  republic,  under  an  individ¬ 
ual  enterprise  system.  We  would  not 
have  you  feel  that  we  believe  you  are  on 
the  right  road,  when  we  know  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact  you  are  on  the  road  that  will 
destroy  not  only  free  free  institutions, 
but  the  very  existence  and  welfare  of 
your  people.” 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nevada  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  whether  he  is  fully  aware — and  I  am 
sure  he  must  be — that  the  money  we 
have  already  furnished  Europe  has  been 
utilized  to  manufacture  and  deliver  the 
goods  mentioned  in  88  trade  treaties 
which  Marshal-plan  countries  have  made 
with  Russia  and  with  the  countries  be¬ 
hind  the  iron  curtain  since  World  War 
II?  Is  he  aware  further  that  each  of 
the  88  trade  treaties,  4  of  which  I  submit¬ 
ted  for  the  record  during  the  intital  ECA 
debate — and  listed  the  entire  number  at 
that  time,  covering  the  sending  of  proc¬ 
essed  materials,  manufactures,  goods, 
machinery,  tool  steel,  ball  bearings, 
engines,  locomotives,  and  everything 
needed  by  Russia  and  the  iron-curtain 
countries  for  the  consolidation  ef  their 
gains  in  Europe  and  also  in  Asia,  and 
that  the  treaties  are  being  financed  by 
ECA  funds?  In  other  words,  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  aware  that  those  treaties  are  being 
carried  out  through  our  aid  of  raw  ma¬ 
terials  and  money  furnished  by  the 
United  States  for  the  establishment  of 
plants  and  for  the  processing  of  goods 
comprising  a  manufacturing  in  transit 
rate? 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  time  for  us  to 
call  the  roll,  to  check  to  see  against  whom 
the  cold  war  is  being  waged,  especially 
since  the  bilateral  treaties  have  been 
made  in  flagrant  violation  of  all  agree¬ 
ments  between  our  country  and  England, 
including  an  agreement  under  which 
Britain  is  to  receive  several  million  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  grain  and  foodstuffs,  in 
exchange  for  machinery  which  will  be 
shipped  to  Russia.  Moreover,  in  South 
America,  in  areas  which  have  been  taken 
into  the  sterling  bloc,  Argentina  for  ex¬ 
ample,  Britain  is  buying  meats,  and 


shipping  oil,  the  drilling,  prospecting  for, 
and  processing  are  all  being  financed 
with  United  States  money.  This  agree¬ 
ment  practically  stops  all  shipments  of 
petroleum  products  from  this  country  to 
the  Argentine.  In  view  of  all  this,  I  want 
to  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan  whether  he  thinks  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  in  fact  goes  far 
enough? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  I  think  the 
Kem  amendment,  which  is  to  apply  to 
socialization  in  the  future,  is  the  flag  of 
warning,  as  the  American  people  see  it, 
and  it  can  save  not  only  Great  Britain 
but  the  other  European  countries,  be¬ 
cause  there  will  be  no  doubt  as  to  where 
we  stand.  I  cannot  at  this  time  com¬ 
ment  on  the  various  treaties.  I  have 
heard  them  discussed  by  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  on  the  floor.  He  is  familiar 
with  those  facts,  and  I  could  not  add 
anything  to  his  statement  of  what  is 
being  done  under  the  treaties  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  familiar  with  the  fact  that 
both  England  and  France  have  separate 
nonaggression  pacts  with  Russia,  which 
say  in  so  many  words  that  England  and 
France  not  only  will  assist  Russia  eco¬ 
nomically,  following  a  war,  which  they 
are  doing,  but  also  that  they  will  not  join 
any  alliance  affecting  interests  which 
are  not  common  to,  or  to  the  benefit  of, 
the  principal  parties  to  those  treaties? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes;  I  believe  those 
are  the  terms  of  the  treaties.  But  Eng¬ 
land  and  France  say  the  provisions  have 
not  been  violated  by  them  in  entering 
into  the  North  Atlantic  Pact  with  us. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  say  at  the  outset  of  my  remarks  that 
as  I  proceed  I  invite  any  inquiries  which 
may  be  addressed  to  me  by  any  Member 
of  the  Senate.  I  shall  be  particularly 
glad  if  those  who  do  not  agree  with  what 
I  have  previously  said  or  with  what  I  am 
about  to  say  will  interrupt  me  so  that  the 
facts  I  have  stated  and  which  I  propose 
to  state,  together  with  the  principles 
upon  which  I  am  relying,  may  be  tried 
out  in  the  crucible  of  debate. 

What  has  been  said  by  the  eminent 
Senators  who  have  preceded  me,  it  seems 
to  me,  goes  to  the  very  warp  and  woof 
of  western  civilization  as  we  know  it.  If 
these  principles  are  unsound,  if  they  do 
not  apply  to  the  subjects  which  we  have 
under  discussion,  it  seems  to  me  it  is  in¬ 
cumbent  upon  those  who  are  opposed  to 
the  amendment  to  advise  the  Senate  and 
the  American  people  why  the  principles 
do  not  apply,  and  why  the  facts  we  are 
asserting  are  unsound  or  are  untrue. 

It  seems  to  me  in  the  course  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  today  the  idea  has  been  presented 
time  and  time  again  that  we  in  the 
United  States  are  ourselves  becoming  en¬ 
meshed  in  socialism  and  in  the  devices 
of  the  so-called  welfare  state.  There 
came  to  my  attention  today  for  the  first 
time  a  wireless  bulletin  issued  by  the 
Department  of  State  under  date  of  Au¬ 
gust  5,  1949.  The  bulletin  carries  the 
heading,  “Prepared  by  International 
Press  and  Publications  Division,  OIE,  and 


transmitted  overseas  for  information  of 
foreign  service  officers  and  for  publica¬ 
tion  of  appropriate  parts  in  foreign 
press.” 

In  other  words,  Mr.  President,  I  take  it 
this  wireless  bulletin  is  sent  out  by  the 
State  Department  with  the  express  idea 
that  it  contains  desirable  information 
to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Foreign 
Service  officers  and  to  be  published  in  the 
foreign  press.  The  portion  that  par¬ 
ticularly  intrigued  me  is  the  Foreign 
Service  section,  to  which  this  note  is  ap¬ 
pended:  “For  information  of  missions 
and  not  for  publication.”  In  other  words, 
I  take  it  that  what  I  am  about  to  read, 
the  State  Department  desired  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  Foreign  Service 
officers  of  our  Government  abroad,  but 
did  not  mean  to  authorize  its  publication 
by  them. 

There  appears  under  the  section  to 
which  I  have  just  referred,  under  the 
heading  “Comments  on  English  journey,” 
reference  to  an  article  by  Miss  Margaret 
Marshall,  appearing  in  the  magazine  Na¬ 
tion.  This  statement  is  then  made: 

Miss  Marshall  believes  Britain  “may  be 
expected  to  continue  her  experiment  in 
democratic  socialism”  and  principle  of  “fair 
shares”  for  all  and  comments: 

If  we  have  any  sense  as  a  nation  we  will 
realize  that  “fair  shares  for  all”  is  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  England’s  psychological  health — as  It 
is  also  only  real  defense,  in  Britain  or  any 
other  country  against  blackmail  of  com¬ 
munism. 

I  come  now  to  the  sentence  to  which 
I  invite  the  particular  attention  of  Sen¬ 
ators,  reading  as  follows: 

And  we  will  support  Britain’s  recovery  with 
security  even  if  it  costs  us  the  price,  say,  of  a 
few  atom  bombs  or  6  months  of  war, 

I  take  it,  Mi'.  President,  that  what  is 
occurring  is  that  the  State  Department 
is  sending  to  the  foreign  officers  of  the 
United  States  throughout  the  world  a 
statement — a  quotation,  it  is  true — to  the 
effect  that  we  will  support  Britain’s  re¬ 
covery  even  if  it  costs  us  the  price  of  a 
few  atom  bombs  with  6  months  of  war. 

Mr.  President,  under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  is  it  not  time  for  us  to  stop,  look, 
and  listen? 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 

Nevada. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Of  course,  we  are  get¬ 
ting  into  the  field  of  conjecture  when  we 
talk  about  estimating  the  time  a  war 
might  last.  Does  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  have  any  idea  that  a  war  with  a 
great  nation  such  as  Russia  could  be 
terminated  within  6  months? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  take  it  that  if  the  quota¬ 
tion  disseminated  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  means  anything,  it  means  that  we 
would  be  willing  to  spend  a  few  atom 
bombs  and  a  war  of  6  months’  duration 
to  support  the  socialistic  regime  of  Great 
Britain. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Of  course,  our  expe¬ 
rience,  in  the  opinion  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada,  would  not  exactly  in¬ 
clude  a  war  that  could  be  turned  on  and 
off  like  a  spigot,  that  we  could  conduct  it 
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for  6  months  and  then  quit.  Does  the 
junior  Senator  from  Missouri  agree  with 
that  idea? 

Mr.  KEM.  It  seems  that  the  writer 
believes  that  we  can  turn  it  on  for  6 
months,  and  then  if  we  have  not  at  that 
time  successfully  defended  the  socialis¬ 
tic  regime  of  Great  Britain,  we  can  turn 
it  off. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  make 
the  further  comment  that  many  authori¬ 
ties  throughout  the  world,  in  their  seri¬ 
ous  moments,  in  speaking  of  a  possible 
world  war  III,  have  gone  so  far  as  to 
say  that  the  war  might  last  15  to  20 
years.  That  Is  a  serious  consideration. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  certainly  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  that  it  is  ex¬ 
tremely  serious,  but  apparently  the 
more  or  less  astute  observer  who  is 
quoted  by  the  State  Department  for  the 
information  of  our  foreign  offices 
throughout  the  world  believes  that  6 
months  would  do  the  job,  or  that  we 
should  not  commit  ourselves  for  more 
than  6  months  to  accomplish  the 
purpose. 

Mr.  President,  in  yesterday’s  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  there  appeared,  under  date 
line  of  London,  August  6,  an  Associated 
Press  dispatch  from  which  I  quote  in 
part: 

A  Labor  Party  source  expressed  indigna-  * 
tlon  at  the  proposal  of  Senator  Kem,  Repub¬ 
lican,  of  Missouri,  to  cut  off  American  help 
from  nations  which  nationalize  basic  In¬ 
dustries.  The  question  of  nationalization  is 
one  of  the  hottest  political  subjects  In  all 
England.  “That  would  be  a  direct  violation 
of  American  high-level  promises  to  keep  out 
of  the  Internal  policies  of  Marshall-ald  na¬ 
tions,”  he  said. 

I  should  like  to  ask  just  who  the  high- 
level  Americans  are  who  made  these 
promises,  and  exactly  what  was  their 
authority  for  such  promises.  Is  it  not 
clear,  Mr.  President,  that  any  authority 
they  might  have  to  make  representa¬ 
tions  to  any  foreign  nation  could  be 
based  only  upon  the  action  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States?  Do  we  have 
anyone  in  the  Government  who  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  represen¬ 
tations  to  foreign  governments  which  go 
beyond  what  has  been  authorized  by  the 
Congress? 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  recall  that  practically  all  the 
foreign  policies  and  agreements  put'  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  in 
the  past  2V2  years  had  already  been 
agreed  upon,  that  before  they  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  they  were  sold  to  the 
American  people  through  the  press,  and 
by  the  time  they  came  to  the  Senate  it 
has  been  represented  to  be  a  breach  of 
faith  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  if  it  de¬ 
bates  the  question  at  any  length,  let 
alone  to  turn  down  the  proposal? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  that  is  undoubtedly 
true.  Certain  instances  of  that  kind 
have  occurred  in  which  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  held  out  representations  as  to  what 
it  expected  the  Congress  to  do.  But  it 
so  happens  in  this  instance  that  Congress 
has  already  acted  in  the  matter.  When 


we  passed  the  original  ECA  authoriza¬ 
tion  act  we  laid  down  certain  conditions 
upon  which  American  aid  would  and 
would  not  be  granted.  The  point  I  want 
to  make  is  that  if  any  of  the  high-level 
American  sources  referred  to  made  any 
representations  to  the  contrary,  in  the 
first  place,  they  were  not  authorized,  and, 
in  the  second  place,  the  persons  to  whom 
the  'representations  were  made  were 
charged  with  notice  of  what  the  Ameri¬ 
can  law  was  in  respect  to  those  represen¬ 
tations.  Any  aid  that  has  been  granted 
by  the  United  States  under  the  so-called 
Marshall  plan  is  authorized  by  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1943,  which  was 
signed  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  April  3  of  that  year.  That  act 
provides  in  section  115  for  certain  bi¬ 
lateral  and  multilateral  undertakings. 
The  Administrator  of  ECA  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  agreements  only  upon  cer¬ 
tain  conditions.  In  other  words,  he  is 
authorized  to  require  that  any  partici¬ 
pating  country  which  deals  with  him 
shall  enter  into  certain  agreements  as  to 
what  it  will  and  will  not  do. 

When  the  Administrator,  Mr.  Hoffman, 
was  before  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  he  stated  that  he  had  entered  into  a 
large  number  of  agreements  and  that  the 
agreements  were  then  in  full  force  and 
effect.  Let  us  see  whether  those  agree¬ 
ments  are  any  different  in  effect  from 
what  is  now  proposed  in  the  pending 
amendment.  I  should  like  to  sketch 
very  briefly  the  conditions  which  the 
Administrator  is  authorized,  under  the 
existing  law,  to  prescribe.  In  the  first 
place,  he  is  authorized  to  make  condi¬ 
tions  promoting  industrial  and  agricul¬ 
tural  production.  In  that  connection  it 
will  be  remembered  that  Mr.  Hoffman 
was  asked,  when  he  was  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Appropriations  Committee,  as  to  the 
effect  of  nationalization  or  socialization 
of  production  processes,  and  he  replied, 
without  qualification,  that  socialism 
slows  down  the  process.  He  is  directly 
authorized  to  make  conditions  promot¬ 
ing  industrial  and  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion.  If  he  wanted  to  say  to  any  of  the 
participating  nations,  “If  you  socialize  or 
nationalize  any  more  industries  I  am 
going  to  cut  off  your  aid,’’  is  there  any 
possible  contention  that  he  would  not  be 
authorized  to  do  that?  If  such  a  con¬ 
tention  is  to  be  made  it  would  be  very 
interesting  to  hear  it  made  during  the 
course  of  this  debate.  So  far,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  the  matter,  I  have  never  heard 
it  suggested. 

If,*under  the  existing  law  Mr.  Hoffman 
is  already  authorized  to  make  such  a  con¬ 
dition,  how  can  it  be  said  that  it  is  an 
unwarranted  interference  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  a  foreign  nation  for  Congress 
itself  to  make  such  a  condition?  Is  it 
a  perfectly  proper  and  warranted  and 
usual  condition  for  our  agent,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  ECA,  to  make  such  a 
condition,  and  does  it  become  improper 
and  unwarranted  and  unusual  when  the 
Congress  itself  makes  the  condition?  If 
there  is  a  difference,  let  those  who  are 
urging  it  point  it  out. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield? 


Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Has  it  not  been  the 
policy  of  the  same  State  Department  to 
inject  its  ideas  into  many  other  govern¬ 
ments  all  over  the  face  of  the  earth? 
For  example,  I  will  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  if  the  State  Department  has  not 
laid  down  certain  conditions  against 
Spain,  as  to  why  she  cannot  and  should 
not  have  money. 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  and  Mr.  Acheson  has 
given  us  the  benefit  of  his  views  on  that 
subject.  I  think  I  can  refer  to  them, 
if  the  Senator  will  bear  with  me  for  a 
moment. 

Mr.  Acheson,  according  to  an  article 
appearing  in  the  Washington  Post  of 
July  14,  1949,  stated  that  he  was  flatly 
opposed  to  lending  or  giving  Spain  any 
American  funds  until  Spain  made  cer¬ 
tain  economic  reforms  suggested  by  the 
United  States.  I  invite  attention  par¬ 
ticularly  to  that  language,  “until  Spain 
made  certain  economic  reforms  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  United  States." 

Mr.  JENNER.  So  we  inject  ourselves, 
and  lay  down  certain  conditions  as  to 
Spain,  even  our  State  Department  does 
that,  not  to  mention  it  being  done  by 
an  act  of  Congress. 

If  the  Senator  will  yield  further,  did 
not  our  foreign-policy  leaders  send  to 
China  General  Marshall,  the  man  who 
was  the  author  of  the  great  Marshall 
plan  for  western  Europe,  with  certain 
propositions  for  China,  which  were,  in 
substance,  that  “if  you  will,  Mr.  Chiang 
Kai-shek,  take  the  Communists  into  your 
Chinese  National  Government,  then  we 
will  come  along  and  help  you?”  Chiang 
Kai-shek  refused,  and  since  they  would 
not  meet  the  conditions  which  our  State 
Department  officials  and  diplomats  laid 
down,  we  pulled  the  rug  from  under  the 
Chinese  Government,  and  permitted  the 
Communists  to  come  in  and  take  Man¬ 
churia,  and  in  fact  all  of  China,  prac¬ 
tically.  Did  we  not  lay  down  condi¬ 
tions  in  that  instance? 

Mr.  KEM.  We  certainly  did,  and  that 
was  done  during  the  time  when  the 
United  States  was  represented  in  China 
by  the  distinguished  author  of  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan. 

Mr.  JENNER.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  did 
not  the  White  Paper  on  China,  recently 
issued  by  the  Department  of  State  and 
discussed  so  much  here  in  the  last  few 
days,  lay  down  certain  conditions  which 
would  determine  in  the  future  our  for¬ 
eign  policy  in  the  Far  East? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Then  I  wish  to  ask  the 
distinguished  Senator,  who  is  the  author 
of  the  pending  amendment,  why  it  is 
wrong  for  the  American  people,  who  can¬ 
not  pay  their  own  expenses,  to  lay  down 
for  a  nation  which  has  come  to  us  with 
a  hand  full  of  “give  me’’  and  a  mouth 
full  of  “reach”  year  after  year  certain 
conditions  which  will  at  least  bring  about 
greater  production  and  cheaper  produc¬ 
tion  so  that  that  country’s  dollar  prices 
may  be  stabilized? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  have  been  trying  to  find 
out  the  answer  to  that  for  several 
months.  I  wrote  Mr.  Hoffman,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  ECA,  suggesting  that 
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a  good  many  people  were  interested  in 
that  question  and  that  a  public  discus¬ 
sion  of  it  might  be  of  interest  to  the 
American  people.  He  declined. 

I  suggested  to  other  Senators,  and  the 
impresarios  of  various  radio  programs 
have  suggested  to  them,  that  it  would  be 
interesting  for  them  to  air  their  views 
publicly  on  that  subject,  and,  with  the 
exception  of  the  able  and  pleasant  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  so 
far  as  I  know,  none  of  them  have  been 
heard  from. 

The  nearest  I  have  seen  to  any  official 
explanation  of  the  situation  appeared  in 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor  of  June 
27,  1949.  In  that  newspaper,  under  that 
date,  there  appeared  under  the  by  line  of 
Mr.  Roscoe  Drummond  a  statement 
which  purported  to  give  the  views 
of  Paul  Hoffman,  EC  A  Administrator, 
regarding  this  amendment. 

As  soon  as  that  was  brought  to  my 
attention  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  editor  of 
the  Christian  Science  Monitor,  in  which 
I  set  out  in  order  what  I  conceived  to  be 
the  answers  to  the  points  made  by  Mr. 
Drummond.  The  first  point  was: 

It  is  said  that  American  assistance  under 
ECA  is  not  either  underwriting  or  furthering 
industrial  nationalization  in  any  of  the  aided 
countries. 

The  second  point  made  was : 

It  is  said  that,  in  effect,  the  Marshall  plan 
is  a  deterrent  to  nationalization,  and  that 
nationalization  would  have  gone  further  in 
Europe  tody  if  it  were  not  for  the  Marshall 
plan. 

The  third  point  was: 

It  is  said  that  the  United  States  should  not 
assume  to  dictate  the  internal  economic  af¬ 
fairs  of  any  country. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  shall  yield,  but  I  should 
like  to  say,  in  connection  with  what  I 
have  read,  that  the  authority  of  the 
article  written  by  Mr.  Drummond  was 
weakened  to  some  extent  by  the  fact 
that  effective  July  15  Mr.  Drummond 
became  Chief  of  the  Information  Divi¬ 
sion,  Office  of  Special  Representation, 
Paris  office,  ECA. 

Mr.  JENNER.  As  I  understand,  in  this 
amendment  the  Senator  is  not  asking 
Great  Britain  to  give  up  what  she  al¬ 
ready  has  done  the  way  of  socialization. 
She  can  keep  her  socialized  coal  mines, 
her  socialized  medicine,  her  socialized 
banks,  her  socialized  railroads,  so  far  as 
she  has  gone,  her  socialized  radio, 
her  socialized-postal  system.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  not  asking  her  to  give  up  those 
things  she  has  already  done.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  KEM.  Certainly  I  am  not. 

Mr.  JENNER.  All  the  Senator  is  say¬ 
ing  by  the  amendment  is  that  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  was  supposed  to  help  the  Eng¬ 
lish  Government  out  of  a  crisis,  and  the 
only  way  they  can  get  out  of  that  crisis 
is  to  produce  more  goods  which  would 
be  acceptable  in  the  market,  in  other 
words,  at  cheaper  prices,  and  by  suc¬ 
cumbing  to  the  lure  of  this  socialized 
government,  and  a  rigged  monetary  sys¬ 
tem,  she  has  utterly  failed,  and  is  failing 
every  day,  even  with  the  Marshall-plan 
aid. 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes. 


Mr.  JENNER.  It  is  admitted  by 
Churchill,  “Barney”  Baruch,  and  all 
others  who  are  supposed  to  know,  that 
they  are  not  succeeding.  Under  the  ap¬ 
propriations  we  have  made,  Great  Britain 
has  gotten  at  least  a  third  of  all  the 
money  given  to  the  Marshall  plan  coun¬ 
tries.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  KEM.  They  have  been  getting  the 
lion’s  share,  to  which  I  suppose  *they 
think  they  are  entitled. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Of  the  appropriations 
for  last  year  they  got  well  over  a  billion 
and  some  three  hundred  million  dollars, 
did  they  not? 

Mr.  KEM.  It  is  supposed  they  will 
receive  this  year  $900,000,000,  but  they 
have  suggested  to  the  OEEC  that  that 
amount  is  insufficient,  and  that  they 
should  receive  $600,000,000  more,  or  a 
total  for  the  current  year  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,500,000,000. 

Mr.  JENNER.  So  that  the  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  is  to  stop 
a  condition,  a  theory  of  government, 
which  is  destroying  the  very  thing  we 
are  trying  to  accomplish,  namely,  to  stop 
socialism  and  stop  it  where  it  is.  The 
Senator  is  not  trying  to  interfere  with 
what  England  has  already  done. 

Has  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Missouri  ever  contemplated  what  might 
happen  to  this  country  if  we  should  con¬ 
tinue  to  give  our  money  all  over  the  world 
for  socialistic  experiments,  at  a  time 
when  we  Ourselves  cannot  pay  our  own 
bills,  at  a  time  when  our  deficit  is  far 
greater  than  that  of  Great  Britain? 
Has  the  .Senator  contemplated  what 
might  happen  to  this  country?  Has  he 
considered  that,  in  proposing  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  have  con¬ 
sidered  it  with  fear  and  trembling,  and 
I  have  realized  that  many  persons 
throughout  the  world  think  that  the 
strategy  of  dictator  Stalin — “Good  old 
Joe,”  as  he  has  been  called — is  to  conquer 
us  by  bankrupting  us. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  During  the  interroga¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Missouri  by  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner]  he 
asked  the  Senator  from  Missouri  if  what 
he  was  endeavoring  to  do  by  his  amend¬ 
ment  was  to  stop  socialism  in  Great 
Britain.  I  do  not  understand  that  to  be 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KEM.  Not  at  all.  The  purpose  is 
to  stop  the  -progress  of  socialism  in  all 
the  participating  countries.  There  has 
been  much  said  about  socialization  in 
England.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  across  the 
Channel  in  Prance  socialization  has  gone 
much  further  than  it  has  in  England. 
England  has  socialized  today  about  10  of 
her  basic  industries,  or  about  one-fifth  of 
her  total  economy.  In  France  already 
23  basic  industries  have  been  socialized, 
or  about  two-fifths  of  her  economy.  The 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  not  directed 
against  Britain,  as  has  been  often  said. 
It  is  directed  against  socialism  through¬ 
out  the  participating  countries.  It  is  an 
effort  to  save  the  free  enterprise  system 
in  the  entire  group  of  countries. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 


Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment,  and  I  asked  the  Senator  if 
this  is  the  correct  interpretation  of  what 
he  is  saying  in  effect  in  the  amendment, 
it  is  that  “No  matter  what  you  want 
over  there  you  cannot  count  on  us  to 
give  you  the  money  to  further  it.” 

Mr.  KEM.  Exactly. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  In  other  words,  the 
Senator  does  not  intend  by  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  tell  France  and  Britain  what 
kind  of  an  economic  system  they  are  to 
have? 

Mr.  KEM.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  the  Senator  is 
trying  to  say  is,  “You  cannot  use  our 
help,  you  cannot  call  on  the  American 
taxpayer  to  further  these  schemes.”  Is 
that  what  the  Senator  means  by  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  seems  to  be  a 
little  different  from  what  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  said  was  the  purpose  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Utah  is  quite  right.  We  are  not  laying 
down  to  these  countries  any  direction  as 
to  what  they  should  do.  We  are  merely 
laying  down  a  condition  to  their  receiving 
our  aid.  We  are  telling  them  that  if  they 
want  to  continue  in  this  career  of  social¬ 
ism  they  will  have  to  go  it  alone;  that 
they  will  be  without  the  assistance  of  the 
money  of  the  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  also  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  purpose,  or  does  not  the  Senator 
have  in  mind,  that  by  helping  and  aiding 
the  socialization  of  the  various  countries 
we  are  directing  a  blow  at  our  own  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  system  of  business  in 
America? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  there  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  We  are  building  up 
great  cartels,  nationalist  industries,  in 
these  countries  which  can  trade  all  over 
the  world.  They  will  have  the  advantage 
of  freedom  of  taxation  at  home,  govern¬ 
ment  financing,  and  monopoly  of  the 
home  markets,  which  will  put  them  in 
ideal  situation  to  dump  goods  abroad. 

Mr.  V/ ATKINS.  In  other  words,  they 
will  be  in  position  to  command  exclu¬ 
sively  certain  areas  of  the  world  in  the 
way  of  trade? 

Mr.  KEM.  And  penalize  our  free-en¬ 
terprise  traders  any  time  anywhere  they 
want  to  do  so. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
then,  the  Senator’s  amendment  is  in  ef¬ 
fect  a  defense  measure  proposal  to  de¬ 
fend  and  protect  the  free-enterprise 
system  at  home. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  hopeful  that  if  the 
amendment  is  adopted  and  if  such  a 
condition  is  placed  on  our  aid  the  coun¬ 
tries  involved  will  see  the  error  of  their 
way  and  not  continue  the  socialization 
program.  In  that  event  the  effect  will 
be  what  the  Senator  suggests. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
communism  itself  started  out  as  mere 
socialism,  and  finally  in  order  to  make  it 
work  it  was  necessary  to  have  dictatorial 
power  to  put  over  that  type  of  program, 
to  give  it  a  semblance  of  success?  Is  that 
not  the  danger  in  the  socialization  of 
government? 
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Mr.  KEM.  There  can  be  no  question 
that- Lenin  had  in  mind  pure  Marxism, 
and  when  it  went  into  operation  in  Rus¬ 
sia  what  we  know  as  communism  was 
developed  as  an  after  result.  But  it  is 
the  fruit  of  the  same  tree  of  socialism, 
and  has  its  roo£s  in  the  doctrines  of 
Marx  and  Engels,  and  in  that  sense  it  is 
exactly  the  same  as  has  already  been 
pointed  out.  Therefore,  the  objective  is 
the  same — the  abolition  of  private  free 
enterprise  and  the  free- enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  of  production.  The  only  difference 
is  the  means  of  attaining  that  result. 
The  Communist  says,  “I  will  go  to  any 
extent.  I  will  go  to  the  extent  of  revolu¬ 
tion  and  bloodshed.”  .  The  Socialist  says, 
“ I  prefer  the  peaceful  means  of  infiltra¬ 
tion." 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Have  not  the  Com¬ 
munists  in  effect  told  us  that  as  soon  as 
they  have  their  system  well  established 
they  will  finally  bring  about  true  social¬ 
ism?  Do  they  not  claim  that  they  are 
using  a  dictatorship  at  the  present  time 
only  in  order  to  get  the  system  estab¬ 
lished,  and  then  finally  when  it  has  been 
established  they  will  go  into  pure  social¬ 
ism,  and  thereby  make  unnecessary  the 
powers  they  now  exercise? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  perhaps  some  rep¬ 
resentations  to  that  effect  have  been 
made.  To  be  frank  with  the  Senator 
from  Utah,  I  should  not  attach  great 
importance  to  what  they  say  about  It. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  feel  that  in  Great  Britain,  in  order 
that  the  system  they  are  now  adopting, 
the  nationalization  of  their  industries, 
may  have  even  a  semblance  of  success, 
it  will  be  necessary  in  the  end  for  the 
British  Government  to  have  dictatorial 
power  to  put  the  program  over? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  think  that  is  becoming 
abundantly  clear.  I  think  it  is  clear  that 
there  is  not  very  much  difference  between 
Sir  Stafford  Cripps’  ideas  and  Dr.  Hjal- 
mar  Schacht’s  ideas.  I  was  very  much 
interested  in  an  article  which  appeared 
in  the  Washington  Sunday  Star  yester¬ 
day,  written  by  Nora  Beloff,  London,  ob¬ 
server,  Washington  correspondent.  I 
should  like  to  quote  very  briefly  from 
the  article: 

The  belief  rapidly  gaining  ground  In 
American  business  and  political  quarters 
that,  from  an  economic  point  of  view,  British 
socialism  Is  quickly  developing  into  national 
socialism  of  the  prewar  German  type. 

This  view,  generally  accompanied  by  com¬ 
parisons  between  Sir  Stafford  Cripps  and  the 
Nazi,  Dr.  Hjalmar  Schacht,  is  turning  up 
with  depressing  regularity  in  public  oratory, 
congressional  debate,  newspapers,  and  car¬ 
toons.  It  is  also  expressed  In  blunt  lan¬ 
guage  by  American  officials  in  closed-door 
monetary  and  trade  talks  with  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  British  Government. 

I  take  it  that  is  what  the  Senator  from 
Utah  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is  what  I  have 
in  mind.  It  seems  to  me  that  has  been 
the  history  of  every  one  of  the  countries 
which  has  attempted  to  adopt  a  social¬ 
istic  program.  They  have  finally  found 
it  necessary  to  have  dictatorial  powers 
before  they  could  even  obtain  a  sem¬ 
blance  of  success,  even  to  make  it  appear 


on  the  surface  to  be  successful,  if  it 
finally  succeeds  or  not.  As  I  have  fol¬ 
lowed  developments  In  England,  in 
France,  and  in  others  countries  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  nationalization  of  their 
industries  is  going  right  on  down  the 
same  road  that  Russia  took.  Unless 
there  is  a  stop  to  it,  there  will  be  danger 
to  our  own  country  by  reflex  action.  It 
will  have  an  effect  on  our  own  industries 
and  our  own  economic  system,  as  well  as 
on  their  own  people. 

I  wish  to  observe  further  that  it  seems 
to  me  we  will  have  difficulty  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Atlantic  Pact  members  by 
reason  of  this  development,  if  it  con¬ 
tinues  much  further.  If  it  goes  to  its 
logical  conclusion  they  will  finally  find 
that  the  governments  in  question  are  not 
the  type  and  kind  of  governments  they 
started  out  with  and  that  they  will  be 
totalitarian  in  effect.  .  We  will  find  our¬ 
selves  in  partnership  with  countries 
which  will  be  blood  brothers  at  least  to 
Russia  and  Nazi  Germany,  and  if  they 
continue  as  they  are  now  going  they  will 
assume  dictatorial  power.  Does  the 
Senator  have  that  in  mind  in  connection 
with  his  presentation? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes;  exactly.  And  if  we 
may  believe  the  Washington  correspond¬ 
ent  and  London  observer,  that  conclu¬ 
sion  is  rapidly  gaining  ground-in  Ameri¬ 
can  business  and  political  quarters. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  permit  another  question? 

Mr.  KEM.  Yes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  I  recall,  at  one 
time  many  people  thought  that  the  ex¬ 
periment  in  Russia  was  a  kind  of  noble 
experiment:  that  it  was  intended  to  bring 
greater  benefits  to  the  poor  and  the 
downtrodden.  For  a  long  time  we  went 
along  with  them  until  we  finally  woke 
up,  and  then  we  found  a  complete  dicta¬ 
torship,  a  more  bloody  dictatorship  than 
that  of  the  czars  of  Russia. 

Mr.  KEM.  It  seems  that  that  view 
was  perhaps  held  by  certain  persons  in 
high  places  at  both  Yalta  and  Tehran. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  say  for  the 
Record  that  the  article  by  Roscoe  Drum¬ 
mond,  which  appeared  in  the  Christian 
Science  Monitor  of  June  27,  1949,  may  be 
found  in  the  Congressional  Record  for 
July  20,  1949,  at  page  A4850,  under  the 
heading  ‘‘Does  the  Marshall  Plan  Aid 
Socialism?  No.”  The  letter  written  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Missouri  to  the 
editor  of  the  Christian  Science  Monitor 
apepars  at  the  same  place  in  the  Record, 
under  the  heading  “Does  the  Marshall 
Plan*Aid  Socialism?  Yes.” 

I  wish  to  animadvert  on  the  statement 
of  the  high  source  in  London  who  is 
quoted  in  the  Associated  Press  dispatch 
of  last  Staurday  to  the  effect  that  for  us 
to  place  a  condition  on  American  aid,  as 
proposed  in  this  amendment,  would  be  a 
direct  violation  of  the  American  high- 
level  promises  to  keep  out  of  the  internal 
policy  of  Marshall  aid  countries. 

I  was  saying  that  the  original  authori- 
zatin  act,  under  which  the  Marshall  plan 
was  established,  provided  for  certain 
agreements  as  to  conditions  to  be  im¬ 
posed  by  the  Administrator  in  extending 
aid,  which  conditions  were  to  be  em¬ 
bodied  in  so-called  bilateral  or  multi¬ 


lateral  agreements.  The  first  condition 
in  the  group  of  conditions  to  which  I  re¬ 
ferred  was  as  follows: 

1.  Promoting  industrial  and  agricultural 
production. 

Other  conditions  are: 

2.  Taking  financial  and  monetary  meas¬ 
ures  necessary  to  stabilize  its  currency,  es¬ 
tablish  or  maintain  a  valid  rate  of  exchange, 
to  balance  its  governmental  budget  as  soon 
as  practicable,  and  generally  to  restore  or 
maintain  confidence  in  its  monetary  system. 

3.  Cooperating  with  other  participating 
countries  in  facilitating  and  stimulating  an 
increasing  interchange  of  goods  and  services. 

4.  Making  efficient  and  practical  use,  with¬ 
in  the  framework  of  a  Joint  program  for  Eu¬ 
ropean  recovery,  of  the  resources  of  such 
participating  country. 

5.  Facilitating  the  transfer  to  the  United 
States  by  sale,  exchange,  barter,  or  otherwise 
for  stock-piling  or  other  purposes,  for  such 
period  of  times  as  may  be  agreed  to,  and  upon 
reasonable  terms  and  in  reasonable  quanti¬ 
ties,  of  materials  which  are  required  by  the 
United  States  as  a  result  of  deficiencies  or 
potential  deficiencies  in  its  own  resources. 

6.  Placing  in  a  special  account  a  deposit  in 
the  currency  of  such  country,  in  commen¬ 
surate  amounts  and  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  agreed  to  between  such 
country  and  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  when  any  commodity  or  service  is 
made  available  through  any  means  author¬ 
ized  under  this  title,  and  is  furnished  to  the 
participating  country  on  a  grant  basis. 

That  was  the  origin  of  the  so-called 
counterpart  funds,  which,  incidentally, 
have  been  used  to  the  extent  of  more 
than  $400,000,000  to  retire  the  national 
debt  of  Great  Britain. 

The  Administrator  is  authorized  to 
make  agreements — 

7.  Publishing  in  such  country  and  trans¬ 
mitting  to  the  United  States,  not  less  fre¬ 
quently  than  every  calendar  quarter  after 
the  date  of  the  agreement,  full  statements  of 
operations  under  the  agreement,  Including  a 
report  of  the  use  of  funds,  commodities,  ami 
services  received  under  this  title. 

8.  Furnishing  promptly,  upon  request  of 
the  United  States,  any  relevant  information 
which  would  be  of  assistance  to  the  United 
States  in  determining  the  nature  and  scope 
of  operations  and  the  use  of  assistance  pro¬ 
vided  under  this  title. 

9. '  Recognizing  the  principle  of  equity  in 
respect  to  the  drain  upon  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  of  the  United  States. 

10.  Submitting  for  the  decision  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Court  of  Justice  or  of  any  arbitral 
tribunal  mutually  agreed  upon  any  case 
espouse^  by  the  United  States  Government 
Involving  compensation  of  a  national  of  the 
United  States  for  governmental  measures 
affecting  his  property  rights,  including  con¬ 
tracts  with  or  concessions  from  such  country. 

Under  those  circumstances  it  seems 
perfectly  clear  that  the  framers  of  the 
Marshall  Plan  Act  intended  that  certain 
strings  should  be  placed  upon  the  use  of 
the  Marshall-plan  money.  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  ECA  was  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  contracts  with  the 
participating  countries  with  reference  to 
those  conditions. 

It  is  said  that  we  should  not  interfere. 
Can  it  be  said  that  any  country  can  agree 
to  these  conditions,  or  almost  any  one  of 
them,  without  subjecting  itself  to  inter¬ 
ference  by  the  United  States  in  its 
affairs?  Take  the  condition  of  “furnish¬ 
ing  promptly,  upon  request  of  the  United 
States,  any  relevant  information  which 
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would  be  of  assistance  to  the  United 
States  in  determining  the  nature  and 
scope  of  operations  and  the  use  of  assist¬ 
ance  provided  under  this  title.” 

Could  there  be  any  greater  inter¬ 
ference  than  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  demand  information  as  to  the 
operations  of  the  government  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  country? 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  will  all  agree 
that  it  is  the  ardent  wish  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  not  to  interfere  in  the  affairs 
of  any  foreign  country.  But  when  for¬ 
eign  countries  come  to  us  and  ask  us 
for  great  sums  of  money  representing 
taxes  levied  upon  the  American  people, 
those  countries  make  their  affairs  our 
affairs.  They  place  themselves  in  the 
position  of  necessarily  submitting,  if 
they  want  the  money,  to  reasonable  con¬ 
ditions  which  may  be  imposed  by  the 
American  Congress  upon  its  use.  That 
is  all  that  is  being  sought  by  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment.  The  Congress  of  the 
United  States  is  asked  to  place  a  condi¬ 
tion  upon  the  further  use  of  our  money 
in  any  of  the  participating  countries. 

We  may  say  that  we  do  not  want  to 
interfere  in  Great  Britain.  We  have  a 
dispatch  from  London  saying  that  the 
mere  suggestion  of  this  amendment  has 
aroused  great  denunciation.  Very  well, 
Mr.  President.  What  is  sauce  for  the 
goose  should  be  sauce  for  the  gander. 
Great  Britain  has  been  aiding  other 
countries  and  sending  money  all  over 
the  world  in  the  form  of  grants  and 
loans.  What  did  she  do  when  she  sent 
the  money?  Knowing  the  British  char¬ 
acter  as  we  do,  we  ought  to  know  that 
the  British  imposed  conditions  on  the 
use  of  their  money.  I  shall  undertake 
to  show  that  that  is  exactly  what  has 
taken  place. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
what  we  are  doing  over  there  by  helping 
Great  Britain  at  her  request  and  upon 
her  supplication  is  having  a  profound 
effect  upon  the  domestic  affairs  of  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  sure  it  is.  I  am  sure 
that  the  sending  abroad  of  such  tre¬ 
mendous  amounts  of  money  cannot  help 
but  have  the  effect  of  weakening  our  own 
economy.  Let  me  make  this  suggestion 
to  the  Senator:  When  we  build  $n  elec¬ 
tric  plant  in  the  Tennessee  Valley,  the 
Sacramento  Valley,  the  San  Joaquin  Val¬ 
ley,  or  the  Missouri  Valley,  that  money  is 
kept  at  home  in  our  own  economy.  The 
cost  of  the  enterprise  is  paid  out  to  Amer¬ 
ican  laborers  and  American  manufac¬ 
turers  who  do  the  work  of  construction. 
But  when  we  built  a  plant  of  that  kind 
on  the  Danube,  the  Rhone,  the  Elbe,  or 
the  Thames,  the  money  is  to  a  large  ex¬ 
tent  lost  to  the  American  economy.  To 
send  abroad  such  tremendous  amounts 
of  United  States  money,  to  export  it  from 
our  economy,  means  that  it  is  neces¬ 
sarily  lost  to  us  forever. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  the  Senator  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  generalization  made 
by  Dr.  Nourse,  chairman  of  the  Presi¬ 


dent’s  Council  of  Economic  Advisers, 
which  met  at  the  Pentagon  Building  last 
spring,  in  which  he  pointed  out  that  the 
help  the  United  States  has  given  to  the 
Marshall  plan  countries  actually  has  had 
the  effect  of  increasing  prices  in  the 
United  States  to  domestic  consumers? 
He  also  remarked,  as  perhaps  the  Sen¬ 
ator  recalls,  that  stabilization  had  begun 
to  occur  in  the  United  States;  but  when 
we  adopted  the  Marshall  Plan  and  ap¬ 
propriated  the  money  for  it,  it  was  large¬ 
ly  spent  for  commodities  in  the  United 
States  which  our  own  people  were  seek¬ 
ing  to  buy,  and  this  competition  had  a 
tremendous  effect  on  the  prices  of  goods 
which  were  paid  by  housewives,  farm¬ 
ers,  and  all  other  American  people.  Is 
not  that  an  interference  with  our 
economy? 

Mr.  KEM.  Certainly.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  that  contribution.  To  me  it 
certainly  sounds  like  sound  economic 
common  sense. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  that  generalization  was 
made  by  Dr.  Nourse. 

I  also  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
three  subcommittees  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Economic  Report  went  all 
over  the  United  States  in  the  year  1947 
and  made  an  investigation  of  the  high 
cost  of  living  and  the  factors  influencing 
it.  All  over  the  country  we  found  a 
shortage  of  goods  and  a  lack  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  production.  Following  such  a  sit¬ 
uation,  it  would  be  a  natural  and  logical 
conclusion  to  have  a  highly  inflationary 
force  brought  into  play  in  this  country 
by  the  spending  of  so  many  billions  of 
dollars  for  goods  to  be  shipped  else¬ 
where.  As  I  understand,  my  judgment 
tells  me  so,  and  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  concurs — the  en¬ 
tire  expenditure  made  at  the  request  of 
these  foreign  nations  to  help  them  stand 
on  their  feet  directly  influenced  our  do¬ 
mestic  affairs,  and  probably  even  influ¬ 
enced  an  election  in  this  country. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  sure  it  already  has 
had  a  profound  effect  on  our  domestic  af¬ 
fairs,  but  I  am  led  to  believe  that  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  its  effect  is  not  realized. 

For  instance,  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  that  I  happen  to  come 
from  a  city  which  is  in  the  great  Wheat 
Belt  of  the  United  States.  In  the  past 
few  years  our  people  have  plowed  up 
thousands  and  thousands  of  acres  of 
virgin  pasture  land.  On  the  new  land 
our  people  raised  great  crops  of  wheat, 
which  have  been  given  away,  all  over  the 
world,  with  no  thought,  apparently,  or 
no  definite  knowledge  that  land  will  yield 
only  a  certain  number  of  crops  of  what 
of  that  kind,  unless  the  nutriment  and 
fertilizing  elements  are  replaced  in  the 
soil.  We  give  these  crops  away  with  no 
thought  of  the  future  generations  in 
America  or  of  what  will  happen  to  them. 
I  think  the  effect  upon  our  own  economy, 
of  what  we  are  doing,  is  the  difficulty 
that  is  least  realizedt  but  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  "President-  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  East- 
land  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Indiana? 


Mr.  KEM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  is  familiar  with 
an  article  appearing  in  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  of  today,  August  8,  by  Mr.  Ray 
Cromley.  The  heading  and  opening  sen¬ 
tence  read  as  follows: 

TO  THE  RESCUE  AGAIN - FEDERAL  PLANNERS  TALK 

OF  GUARANTEEING  EUROPE  A  MARKET  FOR  EX¬ 
PORTS - WOULD  PROMISE  TO  SUPPORT  PRICES; 

REQUIRE  NATIONS  TO  DEVALUE  CURRENCIES - 

FOES  CHARGE  STATE  TRADING 

(By  Ray  Cromley) 

Washington. — The  administration’s  global 
aid  experts  are  now  toying  with  a  new  idea 
of  aiding  Europe  by  underwriting  her  basic 
exports  to  this  country. 

That  brings  me  to  this  question.  We 
have  tried  Bretton  Woods,  the  World 
Bank,  UNRRA,  the  British  loan,  the 
Marshall  plan. 

Now  we  are  embarking  upon  the  North 
Atlantic  Pact.  Yet  from  our  global  give¬ 
away  boys,  down  the  street,  a  new  plan  is 
coming. 

So  in  considering  this  amendment,  I 
ask  the  Senator  this  question:  Assuming 
that  all  these  things  may  be  fine,  assum¬ 
ing  that  they  have  worthy  objectives,  is 
there  not  somewhere  a  limit  to  what  the 
American  people  can  do  toward  feeding, 
arming,  financing,  caring  for,  and  help¬ 
ing  in  other  ways  all  the  rest  of  the 
world?  In  other  words,  the  Senator’s 
amendment  provides  only  a  limitation 
upon  the  future  activities  of  nations  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  Marshall  plan,  prohibit¬ 
ing  them  from  going  on  with  this  social¬ 
istic  experimentation.  Of  course  they 
can  go  ahead  with  it;  but  if  they  do  so, 
the  money  of  the  American  taxpayers 
should  not  be  used  to  help  them  in  that 
way,  and  the  American  people  should  not 
have  to  pay  for  it. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Missouri  and 
all  other  Members  of  the  Senate,  and  the 
people  of  the  United  States  this  simple 
question:  Assuming  that  all  these  things 
are  good,  fine,  and  worthy,  is  not  there 
a  limit  to  what  6  percent  of  the  world’s 
population  can  do  for  all  the  other  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  world,  all  over  the  world,  all  at 
the  same  time? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  certainly  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  that  my  experience 
and  observation  lead  me  to  believe  that 
is  necessarily  so. 

Mr.  JENNER.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  a  further  question  in  regard  to 
the  article,  in  which  it  is  further  stated: 

The  United  States  experts  say  this  is  the 
main  problem:  The  Marshall  plan  for  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery  depends  for  its  success  not 
only  on  United  States  aid,  but  on  sharp  in¬ 
creases  in  Europe’s  exports  to  the  world  in 
general  and  to  the  United  States  in  particu¬ 
lar.  Because  of  customs  barriers,  high  pro¬ 
duction  costs  with  resulting  high  prices,  and 
unrealistic  planning,  Europe’s  exports  have 
been  too  low  to  keep  the  Marshall  plan  coun¬ 
tries  financially  solvent.  That’s  where  the 
new  plan  for  guaranteed  markets  for  Euro¬ 
pean  exports  comes  In. 

So,  in  view  of  all  the  past  aid,  the  pres¬ 
ent  Marshall  plan,  and  the  North  Atlan¬ 
tic  Pact,  if  we  now  embark  upon  this 
proposed  policy  of  guaranteeing  Europe 
a  market  for  her  exports — and  Europe’s 
cry  is  “dollar  shortage,”  and  that  means 
exports  into  the  United  States  market — 
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inasmuch  as  we  now  have  4,000,000  peo¬ 
ple  unemployed,  and  have  approximately 
9,000,000  of  our  people  on  part-time 
work,  and  in  view  of  the  estimate  by  all 
economists  that  we  shall  have  a  further 
increase  in  unemployment,  which  some 
estimate  will  be  as  high  as  6,000,000  by 
Christmas  of  this  year,  I  ask,  under  this 
contemplated  further  program  of  guar¬ 
anteeing  to  Europe  markets  in  the  United 
States,  what  will  happen  to  the  United 
States  market  and  to  American  labor? 
Unless  we  stop  this  silly  experimentation 
with  socialistic  experiments  in  Europe, 
will  not  the  result  simply  be  that  we  shall 
have  socialism  fasten  itself  upon  our 
economy  and  standard  of  living  in  Amer¬ 
ica,  with  the  result  that  our  standard  of 
living  will  soon  be  reduced  to  that  of  the 
rest  of  the  world?  Is  that  the  Senator’s 
Idea?  a 

Mr.  KEM.  That  would  seem  to  me  to 
be  so. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  most  astound¬ 
ing  things  about  the  whole  situation,  to 
me,  is  the  fact  that  suggestions  such  as 
the  one  the  Senator  from  Indiana  has 
just  made,  statements  such  as  those 
made  by  the  able  and  distinguished  min¬ 
ority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Wherry],  and  by  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson],  and  by  other  Senators  who  have 
participated  in  this  debate  are  being  al¬ 
lowed  to  go  entirely  unchallenged.  The 
ECA  bill  was  reported  from  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  by  unanimous  vote.  The  chairman 
of  that  committee,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  has 
been  quoted  recently  in  the  New  York 
Times  as  being  opposed  to  this  amend¬ 
ment  because,  so  he  is  said  to  have  stated, 
it  would  be  an  unwarranted  interference 
with  the  affairs  of  another  country,  or 
words  to  that  effect.  When  this  amend¬ 
ment  was  before  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  nine  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  voted  against  it,  resulting  in  its  de¬ 
feat  by  a  vote  of  9  to  9.  •  Where  are  the 
members  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  where  are  the  members  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  who  voted 
against  the  amendment  when  it  was  be¬ 
fore  the  committees?  Are  we  not  to  hear 
from  them?  Are  they  not  to  give  the 
American  people  the  benefit  of  their 
ideas  as  to  why  the  amendment  should 
not  be  adopted?  Are  they  going  to  allow 
the  statements  made  by  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  to  go  entirely  unchal¬ 
lenged?  I  should  like  to  hear  from  them. 
I  am  here.  I  have  my  papers  here.  If  I 
have  said  anything  that  is  unsound,  if  I 
have  announced  any  principle  which  is 
fallacious,  let  us  get  the  facts,  let  them  be 
brought  out  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  let  Senators  weigh  them.  Let  us 
allow  the  American  people  to  understand 
about  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  suppose  if  there  is  any 
Englishman  who  has  been  extolled  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  more  than  Mr. 
Winston  Churchill,  that  individual  is  not 
now  alive.  One  reading  the  debates  of 
this  body  and  the  things  that  have  been 
said  about  Mr.  Churchill  from  time  to 
time  would  get  the  idea  that  the  prin¬ 
ciples  for  which  Mr.  Churchill  stands  and 
his  ideas  and  convictions  are  held  in  very 


high  regard.  I  should  like  to  read  from 
a  message  sent  by  Mr.  Churchill,  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  London  Times  under  date 
of  July  19,  1949.  It  is  addressed  to  the 
Conservative  candidate  in  the  by-elec¬ 
tion  at  West  Leeds,  and  reads,  in  part, 
as  follows: 

Even  Socialist  ministers  themselves  admit 
that  this  Is  “a  moment  of  supreme  crisis.” 
Aghast  at  the  results  of  their  own  handiwork, 
they  are  no  longer  able  to  conceal  the  somber 
fact  that  their  much-vaunted  "planning”  has 
proved  a  failure.  For  four  feverish  years  they 
have  stumbled  blindly  from  one  crisis  Into 
another,  and  now  we  have  to  face  the  Immi¬ 
nent  prospects  of  severe  cuts  In  our  imports 
of  vital  raw  materials  and  food  supplies — or, 
In  plain  language,  short  time  in  the  factories 
and  less  to  eat. 

How  has  all  this  come  about?  They  can 
not  blame  it  on  to  world  conditions,  for  look 
at  the  vast  sums  they  have  received  from 
across  the  Atlantic.  The  truth  is — and  it  has 
long  been  evident — that  this  Socialist  gov¬ 
ernment,  like  its  predecessor  of  20  years  ago, 
has  been  squandering  the  nation’s  treasure 
and  living  far  beyond  Its  means. 

Prodigal  expenditure  by  Government  de¬ 
partments,  costly  losses  incurred  by  the  na¬ 
tionalized  industries,  and  centralized  buying 
at  inflated  prices — these  things  come  home 
to  the  public  in  taxation  on  an  intolerable 
scale  and  higher  prices  all  round.  Bulkier 
wage  packets  are  of  little  avail  when,  as  the 
housewife  knows, '  it  takes  something  like 
half-a-crown  to  buy  what  used  to  cost  a 
shilling.  On  the  other  hand  higher  costs  of 
production,  swollen  by  exorbitant  govern¬ 
ment  demands  on  industry,  are  making  it 
increasingly  difficult  to  sell  our  goods  for  the 
dollars  we  urgently  need. 

There  we  have  Mr.  Churchill’s  analysis 
of  the  situation.  The  British  experiment 
in  socialism  is  proving  a  costly  failure 
on  all  fronts.  It  is  proving  a  costly  fail¬ 
ure  at  home,  where,  but  for  the  aid  they 
are  receiving,  as  Mr.  Churchill  says,  from 
across  the  Atlantic,  the  people  would  have 
to  accept  the  lower  standards  of  living 
which  would  necessarily  ensue.  It  is 
proving  a  failure  abroad,  because  the 
British  find  they  are  pricing  themselves 
out  of  the  market.  Their  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction  is  so  high  under  the  Socialist 
regime  that  they  cannot  compete  with 
private  entrepreneurs  in  world  markets. 
It  has  been  said,  "If  that  is  the  case,  why 
have  American  business  men  and  entre¬ 
preneurs  any  reason  to  fear  that  com¬ 
petition?”  Why,  Mr.  President,  that  is 
really  too  plain  for  argument.  As  I  pre¬ 
viously  said,  their  government-socialized 
industries,  through  the  unique  advantages 
of  freedom  from  taxation,  government  fi¬ 
nance,  and  monopoly  of  the  home  mar¬ 
kets,  can  dump  their  products  abroad 
whenever  they  want  to  do  so.  We  have 
no  control  over  the  prices  at  which  they 
sell  abroad.  They  may  have  one  price- 
level  at  home,  and  they  may  have  an¬ 
other,  and  they  frequently  do  have  an¬ 
other  entirely  different  price  level, 
abroad.  Yet  we  are  taking  money  from 
American  taxpayers  to  finance  and  pro¬ 
mote  that  business  structure.  We  are 
doing  it  apparently  with  little  regard 
either  to1  the  cost  or  to  the  result. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  KEM.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 


Mr.  BUTLER.  I  am  interested  in 
what  the  Senator  has  said  about  the  cost 
of  manufacture  and  the  advantage  en¬ 
joyed  in  the  market  which  the  British 
firms  are  supposed  to  have.  The  cost  of 
production  under  the  British  socialized 
system  of  course  is  perhaps  as  much  or 
more  than  ours,  but  British  businessmen 
do  have  two  advantages  which  our  man¬ 
ufacturers  do  not  have.  The  first  is,  the 
government  makes  bilateral  agreements 
with  other  nations,  which  procedure  au¬ 
tomatically  shuts  us  out  of  the  market. 
The  second  is  the  advantage  they  have 
had  in  the  period  during  which  our  relief 
has  been  going  to  their  nation,  making 
up  the  difference  between  what  their  gov¬ 
ernment  gets  from  its  business  and  what 
it  costs  them  to  produce. 

Mr.  KEM.  Exactly.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  for  his  very  inter¬ 
esting  observation.  In  other  words,  to¬ 
day,  because  of  the  bilateral  agreements 
which  are  being  made  abroad  and  the 
use  to  which  the  American  taxpayers’ 
money  is  being  put,  the  conditions  are 
even  worse  than  I  have  indicated. 

Mr.  President,  I  probably  have  spoken 
too  long,  and  I  apologize  to  the  Senate 
for  taking  so  much  of  its  time.  I  should 
merely  like  to  say  a  word  in  conclusion. 
As  has  frequently  been  said  the  money  of 
the  American  taxpayer  is  being  used  as 
a  slush  fund  to  promote  and  finance  so¬ 
cialism  in  England  and  in  certain  of  the 
other  participating  countries. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  I  no¬ 
tice  the  Senator  is  about  to  conclude. 
Therefore  I  do  not  want  to  impose  on 
his  good  nature,  but  I  was  going  to  sug¬ 
gest  that  I  hoped  the  Senator  would  con¬ 
clude  soon,  because  we  do  not  want  to 
debate  this  subject  too  long,  for  the  rea¬ 
son  that  I  am  sure  the  Senator  is  ac- 

«uainted  with  the  fact  that  Sir  Stafford 
ripps  and  Mr.  Bevin  are  planning  a  trip 
to  America.  All  they  have  received  is 
not  enough,  and,  after  all,  we  must  get 
this  matter  out  of  the  way  so  that  we  can 
have  another  crisis  and  another  excuse 
for  more  legislation  further  to  bail  them 
out. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  in  that  con¬ 
nection,  I  should  like  to  say  that  a  short 
time  ago  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges]  made  a  very  perti¬ 
nent  answer  with  reference  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  trip,  when  the  matter  was  under 
discussion  last  Friday.  He  quoted  from 
a  press  dispatch  to  the  effect  that  when 
Sir  Stafford  Cripps  and  Mr.  Bevin  arrive 
here  the  conference  will  be  presided  over 
not  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
who  has  just  returned  from  abroad  after 
a  careful  investigation  of  the  financial 
questions  involved,  but  by  the  Secretary 
of  State,  Mr.  Acheson.  The  question 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  was.  Why  this  selection?  Why  is 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  being  by¬ 
passed,  and  why  is  the  Secretary  of 
State  being  substituted?  I  took  occa¬ 
sion  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  is  a  resident  of 
the  State  from  which  I  come.  He  is 
held  in  high  regard  by  his  friends  and 
neighbors,  who  would  be  glad  to  see  him 
preside  at  a  conference  of  that  kind.  He 
would  probably  utilize  the  prerogative  of 
Missourians  and  ask  to  be  “shown.” 
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Mr.  JENNER.  Does  not  the  Senator 
imagine  that  Mr.  Bevin  and  Sir  Stafford 
Cripps  realize  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  should  not  have  much  to  do 
with  a  conference  of  this  kind,  because, 
after  all,  judging  from  the  way  in  which 
the  American  Government  has  handled 
the  taxpayers’  money,  American  money 
is  not  very  important  anyway?  Does 
not  the  Senator  imagine  that  that  is  the 
reason? 

Mr.  KEM.  It  may  be  so.  It  may  also 
be  felt  that  Mr.  Acheson  speaks  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  Sir  Stafford  and  Mr.  Bevin  a 
little  more  exactly  than  does  Mr.  Snyder. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
all  Senators  are  anxious  to  finish  the 
ECA  bill  this  afternoon  or  tonight,  and  I 
am  certain  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  de¬ 
sires  to  have  its  consideration  concluded. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  true;  I  hope 
very  much  we  can  pass  the  bill  this  after¬ 
noon. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  If  we  cannot,  we  will 
have  to  have  a  night  session,  and  see  if 
we  cannot  get  through  with  it. 

THE  AMERICAN  WHITE  PAPER  ON  CHINA 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  very  briefly  to  discuss  some  aspects 
of  the  American  white  paper  on  China. 
Before  doing  so,  I  should  like  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks  letters  which  I 
addressed,  on  August  6,  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  Mr.  Dean  Acheson,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  National  Defense,  Mr.  Louis 
Johnson,  suggesting  that  before  final  de¬ 
cision  is  made  in  the  matter  of  arms 
implementation  General  MacArthur  be 
invited  home,  and  that  Admiral  Badger, 
who  is  in  charge  of  our  Far  Eastern  Fleet, 
both  of  whom  are  responsible  command¬ 
ers  in  the  Pacific  area,  be  asked  to  testify 
before  the  combined  Committees  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate.  It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President, 
that  it  is  extremely  important  in  dis¬ 
charging  the  responsibility  we  owe  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States  that  we 
should  have  available  to  us  the  best- 
informed  persons  dealing  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  subject.  Certainly  there  is  no 
American  who  is  better  informed  as  to 
the  problems  in  the  Pacific,  who  has  seen 
in  recent  years  the  United  States  forced 
to  retire  from  the  Philippines,  from 
Guam,  and  even  from  some  of  our  own 
Aleutian  Islands,  and  who  knows  the 
problems  involved  in  having  to  fight  our 
way  back,  than  is  General  Douglas  Mac¬ 
Arthur. 

Admiral  Badger  has  been  charged  with 
great  responsibilities  in  China.  He  has 
seen  our  forces  withdraw  from  the  Naval 
establishment  at  Tsingtao,  China.  I 
think  both  of  those  men  could  contribute 
a  great  deal  to  the  information  of  the 
Senate  and  of  the  committees  which  are 
directly  concerned  with  the  arms  imple¬ 
mentation  bill. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  hearing  this 
morning  I  pointed  out  to  the  Secretary 
of  State  that  I  fully  recognized  the  de¬ 
sirability  in  this  world,  where  there  are 
potential  aggressors,  of  having  an  ade¬ 
quate  fire  department  in  case  an  arsonist 
should  get  loose  in  the  world  and  seek 
to  light  a  flame  which  might  engulf  us 


all.  I  can  see  America  supplying  the 
community  of  nations  with  fire  extin¬ 
guishers  and  sprinkler  systems  to  put 
out  the  fire  before  it  could  make  too 
much  headway,  but  I  pointed  out  to  him 
that  the  place  at  which  I  very  greatly 
differed  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
Department  of  State  was  that  after  ar¬ 
ranging  for  the  fire  department  and  the 
necessary  protection  when  the  first  4- 
alarm  signal  comes  in,  we  apparently  are 
paying  no  attention  to  one  place  in  the 
world  where  the  blaze  is  burning  very 
brightly  at  the  present  time. 

So  I  ask,  Mr.  President,  that  the  let¬ 
ters  mentioned  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

August  6,  1949. 

Hon.  Dean  Acheson, 

Department  of  State,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  our  Chiefs  of  Staff  are  now  visiting  the 
European  countries  and  will  obviously  not 
have  time  to  make  the  same  sort  of  visit  to 
the  Far  East,  I  strongly  urge  that  our  re¬ 
sponsible  commanders  in  the  Far  East,  Gen. 
Douglas  MacArthur  and  Vice  Admiral  O.  C. 
Badger,  be  brought  home  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  testimony  before  the  combined  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  Armed  Services  Commit¬ 
tees  on  the  Far  Eastern  phases  of  a  problem 
which  is  global  in  character. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  urgently  request  that  this  be  done 
immediately  so  that  the  benefit  of  their  views 
may  be  had  prior  to  final  action  by  the  com¬ 
bined  committees  on  the  bill  in  question. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  F.  Knowland, 

United  States  Senator. 

August  6,  1949. 

Hon.  Louis  Johnson, 

Secretary  of  Defense,  Washington,  S>.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  our  Chiefs  of  Staff  are  now  visiting  the 
European  countries  and  will  obviously  not 
have  time  to  make  the  same  sort  of  visit 
to  the  Far  East,  I  strongly  urge  that  our 
responsible  commanders  in  the  Far  East, 
Gen.  Douglas  MacArthur  and  Vice  Admiral 
Oscar  C.  Badger,  be  brought  home  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  testimony  before  the  com¬ 
bined  Foreign  Relations  and  Armed  Services 
Committees  on  the  Far  Eastern  phases  of  a 
problem  which  is  global  in  character. 

As  a  member  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  I  urgently  request  that  this  be  done 
immediately  so  that  the  benefit  of  their 
views  may  be  had  prior  to  final  action  by  the 
combined  committees  on  the  bill  in  question. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  F.  Knowland, 

United  States  Senator. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  if  he  believes  it  is  sound  policy 
for  us  to  build  a  wall  of  arms  and  a  wall 
of  dollars  around  communism  on  the 
western  front  and  pay  no  attention  to 
what  may  be  occurring  on  the  eastern 
front? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  will  say  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Missouri  that  I  think 
his  question  answers  itself.  Of  course, 
it  does  not  make  sense  to  do  any  such 
thing.  It  is  like  putting  a  guard  on  the 
front  door  of  a  business  firm  or  of  a 
house  and  leaving  the  back  door  wide 
open. 


Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  further?  * 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
certain  allies — I  think  we  may  call  them 
reputed  allies — in  our  effort  to  stop  com¬ 
munism  on  the  western  front.  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  if  he  is  advised 
as  to  what  the  position  of  some  of  those 
allies  may  be  with  reference  to  curbing 
communism  on  the  eastern  front. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  do  not  have  first¬ 
hand  information  on  it.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  that  I  have  been 
greatly  disturbed  in  the  past  month  by 
indications  coming  out  of  Great  Britain 
that  consideration  was  being  given  by 
the  British  Government  to  the  possibility 
of  recognizing  the  Communist  regime  in 
northern  China.  I  cannot  document  the 
fact  that  they  are  seriously  considering 
this.  I  certainly  hope  that  the  reports 
to  that  effect  are  exaggerated.  They  so 
concerned  a  number  of  us,  however,  that 
several  weeks  ago  we  felt  it  was  necessary 
and  desirable  to  address  a  letter  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  which 
21  Senators  joined.  I  will  say  that  it  is 
my  judgment  that  the  only  reason  there 
were  only  21,  and  not  more  than  double 
that  number,  was  the  fact  that  the  letter 
was  circulated  one  Friday  afternoon, 
late,  and  of  the  25  Senators  whom  I  ap¬ 
proached,  21  signed  the  letter.  In  it 
they  indicated  that  they  did  not  believe 
this  Government  should  consider  the 
possibility  of  recognizing  any  Communist 
government  in  China. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  whether  he  under¬ 
stands  that  under  the  provisions  and  the 
working  of  the  Marshall  plan  we  are  pur¬ 
chasing  the  friendship  of  the  participat¬ 
ing  countries  only  within  a .  certain 
sphere  of  operations,  and  that  they  are 
entirely  free  to  use  their  influence,  their 
arms,  and  theit  money  in  favor  of  com¬ 
munism  in  other  parts  of  the  world? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  that,  in  the  first  place,  I  do 
not  believe  we  can  purchase  friendship. 

Mr.  KEM.  Is  not  that  the  underlying 
philosophy  of  the  Marshall  plan? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  No;  I  think  not. 
Persons  may  honestly  differ  on  that 
score.  I  have  felt  that  it  was  in  our  own 
national  interest,  if  we  could  do  so,  to 
rehabilitate  war-torn  Europe  so  that  the 
people  could  get  back  on  their  feet.  I 
thought  that  ultimately  that  policy 
would  fit  in  with  our  own  national  se¬ 
curity.  Communism  thrives  on  chaos, 
and  if  we  can  prevent  chaos,  economi¬ 
cally  and  politically,  I  think  we  have  a 
better  chance  of  withstanding  commu¬ 
nism.  I  do  hope,  however,  that  our 
friends  abroad  will  recognize  the  fact,  as 
I  think  some  of  us  in  the  Senate  recog¬ 
nize  it,  that  it  is  not  going  to  do  very 
much  good  to  save  240,000,000  Europeans 
from  being  taken  behind  the  iron  cur¬ 
tain,  if  we  sit  complacently  by  while  450,- 
000,000  Chinese  are  taken  behind  the  iron 
curtain,  because  it  is  the  judgment  of 
many  of  our  first-class  military  leaders 
and  others  that  if  China  falls,  it  will  be 
most  difficult,  indeed,  if  not  impossible, 


1949  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  •  11187 


to  prevent  the- balance  of  the  Continent 
of  Asia  from  falling,  and  it  will  be  most 
difficult  to  prevent  the  adjacent  islands 
from  ultimately  coming  within  the  So¬ 
viet  orbit. 

If  that  chain  reaction  takes  place,  we 
may  find  that  over  a  billion  people  of 
Asia  will  be  allied  with  communism,  with 
both  their  manpower  and  their  resources. 
Certainly,  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
peace  of  the  earth  and  our  own  national 
defense,  this  would  be  a  disaster  of  the 
first  magnitude. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  know  the  Senator  has 
followed  the  invasion  of  China  by  com¬ 
munism  with  great  interest.  Has  the 
Senator  learned  of  any  statement  made 
by  his  Britannic  Majesty’s  Government 
to  the  effect  that  they  are  equally  inter¬ 
ested  in  curbing  communism  on  the  east¬ 
ern  as  well  as  on  the  western  front? 

Mr.'  KNOWLAND.  I  know  of  no  such 
statement.  I  cannot  say  that  such  a 
statement  has  not  been  made,  because 
I  am  not  kept  advised  of  what  communi¬ 
cations  pass  between  our  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Government  of  Great 
Britain. 

Mr.  KEM.  If  such  a  statement  has 
been  made,  it  has  not  been  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEM.  Did  the  Senator  hear  that 
the  President  of  the  Philippines  was 
asked  yesterday,  I  think  it  was,  if  the 
Philippine  Government  was  ready  and 
willing  to  oppose  communism  in  China 
and  the  Far  East,  and  that  he  replied, 
in  substance,  that  he  would  have  to  know 
what  the  position  of  Great  Britain  was 
first? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  not  advised 
of  that  statement.  I  would  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri — and  then  I 
should  like  to  proceed  with  my  remarks, 
and  I  shall  be  glad  to  answer  questions 
subsequent  to  concluding — that  in  the 
long  history  of  Russia,  both  under  the 
Czars  and  under  the  Communists,  Lenin 
and  Stalin,  there  has  been  nothing  com¬ 
parable,  in  my  judgment,  to  what  was 
done  by  the  people  of  the  United  States 
in  setting  Cuba  free  as  a  free  and  inde¬ 
pendent  nation,  or  establishing  an  inde¬ 
pendent  and  free  government  in  the 
Philippines,  nor  has  anything  compara¬ 
ble  been  done  by  Russia  of  the  Czars,  or 
of  Stalin,  which  is  comparable  to  the 
action  of  the  British  Government  in  set¬ 
ting  up  an  independent  and  free  India 
and  Pakistan. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  do  have  a  pos¬ 
sibility  in  the  far  Pacific  of  pointing  out 
to  the  people  there  that  here  is  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  establish  free  and  inde¬ 
pendent  governments,  to  maintain  de¬ 
mocracy,  rather  than  to  go  after  the 
butterflies  of  communism,  and  probably 
find  that  the  450,000,000  people  of  China 
and  the  other  nations  have  walked  off 
the  cliff.  So  I  think  we  have  much  ma¬ 
terial  with  which  to  work,  providing  we 
do  not  take  a  defeatist  attitude  in  regard 
to  the  matter. 

Mr.  President,  with  reference  to  the 
white  paper,  it  is  important  that  we  keep 


facts  in  their  proper  perspective.  The 
amounts  made  available  to  China  since 
1941  are  considerable.  As  in  the  case  of 
our  other  allies,  part  of  these  were  used 
in  the  common  effort  to  win  World  War 
II,  and  part  in  postwar  rehabilitation. 
In  Europe  the  nations  settled  down  to 
a  troubled  peace.  In  China  the  people 
found  no  peace.  Forces  of  international 
communism,  finding  they  could  not  ex¬ 
pand  the  iron  curtain  in  western  Europe, 
Turkey,  Greece,  or  Iran  turned  their  at¬ 
tention  to  the  Far  East,  where  they 
could  gain  for  their 'cause  great  resources 
and  great  manpower. 

To  get  some  comparisons  on  per¬ 
centage  of  cost  paid  by  the  purchaser 
I  wish  to  present  figures  from  official 
Government  sources  which  are  of  in¬ 
terest.  I  wish  to  say  that  as  to  all  the 
figures  I  shall  use  today,  I  can  docu¬ 
ment  them  from  official  figures  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  and  shall  be  glad  to 
do  so. 

After  the  war  ended  there  was  uncon¬ 
sumed  lend-lease  supplies  of  all  types  in 
Great  Britain  amounting  to  $5,552,144,- 
850.  For  these  we  were  paid  $472,000,000, 
or  8.5  percent  of  their  cost.  I  wish  to  re¬ 
iterate  that  these  were  lend-lease  sup¬ 
plies  which  were  unconsumed  at  the  time 
the  war  ended.  They  were  new  ma¬ 
terials,  they  were  not  used  in  the  com¬ 
mon  war  effort,  but  were  available  purely 
on  a  postwar  basis.  For  these,  as  I  have 
said,  we  were  paid  8V2  percent  of  their 
original  cost. 

The  original  cost  of  our  surplus  in  the 
United  Kingdom  amounted  to  $498,000,- 
000.  For  this  we- were  paid  $60,000,000, 
or  12  percent  of  the  cost. 

This  was  all  in  addition  to  the  net 
lend-lease  credit  we  extended  during  the 
war.  None  of  the  above  was  needed  to 
win  the  war,  because  VJ-day  had  come 
and  gone  when  this  settlement  was  made 
in  December  of  1945. 

In  other  words,  a  total  of  $6,033,164,- 
850  was  transferred  to  the  United  King¬ 
dom  by  this  Government  for  a  total  price 
of  $650,000,000,  or  10.7  percent  of  the 
cost.  To  enable  the  British  to  pay  this 
amount  to  the  United  States  we  extend¬ 
ed  credit  to  the  British  for  50  years  at  2 
percent,  and  provided  that  principal  and 
interest  would  not  start  for  6  years,  or 
until  1951.  If  economic  conditions  be¬ 
came  difficult,  principal  and  interest 
payments  could  be  suspended,  and  if 
once  suspended,  could  not  again  be  added 
to  the  total. 

Let  us  not  overemphasize  our  gen¬ 
erosity  to  China. 

House  Document  No.  75,  Eighty-first 
Congress,  first  session,  shows  the  follow¬ 
ing  lend-lease  assistance  to  our  allies, 
from  March  11,  1941,  through  March  31, 


1948; 

British  Empire _ $31,  287,  000,  000 

Soviet  Union . .  11,057,000,000 

France  and  possessions _  3,  270,  000,  000 

China .  1,  627,  000,  000 


Let  us  not  overemphasize  our  gen¬ 
erosity  to  China. 

According  to  the  publication  Foreign 
Transactions  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,  issued  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  Commerce  the  following 
nations  have  received  the  indicated 


grants  and  credits  from  July  1,  1945, 
through  March  31,  1949: 

The  United  Kingdom,  $5,667,000,000. 
France;  $3,032,000,000.  Germany,  $2,- 
055,000,000.  Italy,  $1,591,000,000.  Japan, 
$1,359,000,000.  The  Soviet  Union  and 
her  satellite  nations,  $1,451,000,000. 
China,  $1,694,000,000. 

Again  let  us  not  over-emphasize  our 
generosity  to  China. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind, 
Mr.  President,  that  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  which  are  indicated  for  both 
“'"Germany  and  Japan,  which  vere  enemy 
countries,  as  compared  with  China, 
which  was  an  ally  of  ours  during  the 
entire  period  of  war — if  we  add  the 
GARIOA  funds,  namely,  the  funds  for 
government  and  relief  of  occupied  terri¬ 
tories,  which  are  in  an  appropriation 
which  presumably  will  be  acted  upon 
after  the  Interior  Department  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  out  of  the  way,  we  find 
that  for  Germany  we  will  add  $470,300,- 
000  for  relief,  and  for  Japan,  $379,200,000. 
So  that  will  bring  Germany  up  to  $2,525,- 
300,000  and  it  will  bring  Japan  up  to 
$1,738,200,000. 

In  other  words,  for  two  of  our  World 
War  II  enemy  countries — and  I  do  not 
object  to  this  because  we  had  to  do  it 
to  prevent  chaos  in  those  countries — for 
two  of  our  ex-enemy  countries  we  will 
have  put  in  a  considerably  greater 
amount  than  we  have  put  into  our  allied 
country  of  China. 

Mr.  President,  I  mention  this  not  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  recognize  the  fact  that 
the  amount  we  allowed  to  China  is  a 
great  deal  of  money.  But  I  merely  want 
to  get  if  into  its  proper  perspective.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  if  China  had  been  our 
enemy  rather  than  our  friend  she  would 
have  been  much  better  off  even  on  these 
figures.  Why  do  I  say  that?  Because 
had  she  been  our  enemy  and  not  our 
friend  we  would  have  been  doing  In 
China  today  what  we  have  been  doing 
in  Japan  and  in  Germany.  We  would 
have  been  stabilizing  her  currency.  We 
would  have  been  giving  her  a  system  of 
law  and  order.  We  would  have  been  re¬ 
habilitating  her  industries.  We  would 
have  been  rehabilitating  her  destroyed 
communications.  We  would  have  been 
giving  her  hope  for  the  future  as  we  are 
doing  for  the  people  of  Germany  and 
for  Japan. 

So  when  I  read  in  the  white  paper 
what  we  have  done  for  China,  and  see  it 
stated  that  we  should  do  no  more,  I  think 
it  is  time  that  both  the  country  and  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  obtain  a 
proper  perspective  on  just  what  we  have 
done  for  China  in  comparison  with  what 
has  been  done  for  other  sections  of  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  the  situation  is  even 
more  serious  than  that.  If  we  examine 
the  white  paper — and  all  these  figures 
come  from  Federal  Government  sources 
which  cannot  be  disputed — and  if  we 
read  the  letter  which  was  sent  by  Gen. 
T.  S.  Timberman  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  June  21  of  this  year,  just 
2  months  ago,  we  find  on  page  979  of  the 
so-called  white  paper  the  following,  when 
he  speaks  of  the  $125,000,000  military  aid 
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to  China  provided  by  the  Congress  in 
1948: 

All  appreciable  quantities  of  surplus  Items 
had  been  disposed  of  prior  to  the  Imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  China  Aid  Act.  They  had 
been  applied  to  the  foreign  military  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  including  Greece  and  Turkey. 

Just  what  does  that  mean,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent?  It  simply  means  that  for  our  aid 
to  Greece  and  Turkey  they  dealt  with 
that  as  surplus  property.  Therefore 
there  was  available  for  disposal  to  Greece 
and  Turkey  military  equipment  at  ap¬ 
proximately  10  cents  on  the  dollar, 
which,  as  I  understand,  is  the  general 
average  that  was  paid  for  for  a  substan¬ 
tial  part  of  it.  But  when  it  came  to 
taking  care  of  the  needs  of  China  in  this 
$125,000,000  program  provided  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  said:  “No,  we  have  exhausted 
all  our  surplus  equipment,  and  therefore, 
instead  of  paying  10  cents  on  the  dollar, 
which  is  what  we  are  charging  to  Greece 
and  Turkey  for  substantially  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  their  amounts,  we  say  there  is 
none  left.  Consequently  you  must  do 
one  of  two  things:  You  must  either  pay 
the  cost  to  us,  or  you  must  pay  the  re¬ 
placement  cost” — which  in  many  cases 
was  from  20  percent  to  50  percent  or 
more  greater.  So  they  were  not  only 
charging  the  Chinese  during  this  same 
period  of  time  the  full  amount,  but  in 
many  cases  at  a  cost  considerably  higher 
than  the  Government  paid  for  the  equip¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
complete  my  statement,  and  then  I  shall 
be  glad  to  answer  questions. 

Further  on  in  the  same  letter  General 
Timberman  says: 

A  small  quantity  at  surplus  prices,  con¬ 
siderably  more  at  1945-procurement-cost 
prices,  but  the  majority  at  either  replace¬ 
ment-cost  prices  or  at  the  price  actually 
charged  by  the  majority  at  either  replace¬ 
ment-cost  prices  or  at  the  price  actually 
charged  by  the  manufacturer,  where  the 
supplies  were  procured  expressly  for  the 
Chinese. 

I  think  this  is  important  to  keep  in  mind. 

I  think  this  is  important  to  keep  in 
mind.  But  it  becomes  more  significant, 
Mr.  President,  when,  at  the  combined 
meeting  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  today  in  answer  to  an  inquiry 
from,  I  believe,  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Secretary  of  State 
said  that  of  the  amount  of  military  im¬ 
plementation  aid  which  we  were  to  pro¬ 
vide,  approximately  $450,000,000  of  it 
would  come  out  of  surplus. 

Mr.  President,  the  War  Department 
less  than  2  months  ago  said  that  there 
was  no  surplus.  Certainly  if  we  are  to 
deal  with  facts  and  figures,  we  should 
not  have  trick  bookkeeping  in  matters  of 
that  kind.  If  there  was  surplus,  then  I 
say  the  Chinese  should  have  received  it 
on  the  same  basis  as  Greece  and  Turkey. 
If  there  was  no  surplus,  as  General 
Timberman  indicated,  then  I  wonder  how 
it  is  that  within  2  months  of  that  period 
of  time  we  can  now  say  that  we  will  have 
some  $450,000,000  worth  of  surplus  for 
the  military  implementation  phases  of 
this  program. 


Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  In  just  a  moment. 
I  am  not  objecting  to  the  arms  program. 
I  think  that  some  arms  program  may  be 
needed.  But  speaking  on  my  own  indi¬ 
vidual  responsibility,  as  one  member  of 
that  combined  committee  and  as  one 
Member  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  I  think  the  committee  and  the 
Senate  are  entitled  to  be  dealt  with 
frankly.  We  are  entitled  to  know  what 
this  is  going  to  cost.  We  are  entitled  to 
know  whether  this  $450,000,000  which 
they  now  say  may  be  made  available  as 
surplus,  overnight  could  be  increased  to 
$900,000,000,  or  one  and  a  half  billion 
dollars,  or  $3,000,000,000.  We  are  not 
being  dealt  with  frankly  as  the  situation 
stands  today.  I  want  to  say  in  fairness 
to  the  departments  that  the  committees 
have  asked  for  specific  information,  and  I 
believe  we  will  get  this  specific  informa¬ 
tion.  But  it  is  this  type  of  double  book¬ 
keeping  which  I  do  not  think  gives  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  the  in¬ 
formation  to  which  they  are  rightfully 
entitled. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  in 
the  hearings  before  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  on  the  North  Atlantic 
Pact  it  was  explained  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  by  General  Bradley  that  the 
amount  of  money  which  had  been  men¬ 
tioned,  some  $1,130,000,000,  for  the  arms 
program,  was  money  to  put  surplus 
equipment  in  the  United  States  in  condi¬ 
tion,  and  for  the  cost  of  shipping  that 
same  equipment  to  Europe ;  that  that  was 
only  for  the  cost  of  doing  those  two 
things  I  have  mentioned;  and  that  the 
amount  of  money  was  only  from  10  to  15 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  surplus,  of  the 
extra  equipment  we  had  on  hand  which' 
we  intended  to  ship  over  to  our  European 
allies. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions,  which  heard  testimony  on  the 
North  Atlantic  Pacfc?  However,  my  un¬ 
derstanding  is  not  quite  the  same  as  that 
of  the  Senator  from  Utah.  I  understand 
that  a  portion  of  this  amount  in  the  arms 
implementation  bill  will  be  set  aside  for 
reconditioning,  packing,  and  shipping 
surplus  equipment,  for  which,  presum¬ 
ably,  no  charge  will  be  made,  or  a  very 
nominal  charge  will  be  made.  However, 
the  balance  will  be  for  procuring  items 
which  are  not  in  surplus,  or  which  can¬ 
not  with  safety  be  taken  out  of  the  war 
reserve.  But  in  order  to  give  a  true 
picture  of  what  is  involved  the  sum  total 
which  is  mentioned  in  the  bill  must  be 
increased  by  the  sum  of  $450,000,000, 
which  presumably  is  now  to  be  taken 
out  of  war  reserves  declared  surplus  and 
made  available  in  addition  to  the  other 
sums  mentioned,  minus  the  amount  for 
shipping  and  reconditioning. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  matter  to  which 
I  called  attention  arose  some  time  before 
the  arms  implementation  bill  came  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress.  As  I  understand  the 
present  situation,  we  have  a  revised  pro* 


gram,  as  compared  with  what  was  pre¬ 
sented  at  that  time.  Can  the  Senator 
give  us  information  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  $900,000,000  which  will  go  to  the 
Atlantic  Pact  countries  includes  the 
value  of  the  equipment  and  the  arma¬ 
ment  which  we  will  send  over,  or  is  it 
merely  the  cost  of  shipping  and  putting 
it  in  shape  to  ship? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  undoubt¬ 
edly  a  major  part  of  that  will  be  used 
for  actually  purchasing  equipment,  which 
we  must  replace  in  our  war  reserves,  or 
for  putting  in  commercial  orders  to  make 
equipment  available  for  the  countries 
which  have  need  of  it.  I  think  the  $450,- 
000,000  which  presumably  will  be  de¬ 
clared  surplus  will  be  substantially  over 
and  above  the  amount  mentioned  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  price  or  value 
has  been  set  on  that  equipment? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Substantially,  the 
equipment  will  be  given  without  cost,  but 
there  will  be  an  average  cost  of  about 
15  percent  for  reconditioning  and  pack¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  is  the  $450,- 
000,000  for?  Is  that  the  value  of  the 
equipment  we  are  going  to  ship? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  That  is  the  cost 
price. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  cost  price  to  us? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  cost  price  to 
us.  I  must  say  in  fairness  that  some 
of  that  equipment  may  not  be  worth 
the  cost  price.  It  may  have  become  ob¬ 
solescent.  There  may  be  other  equip¬ 
ment  which  is  newer,  which  will  be  avail¬ 
able  to  us.  /Bodhat  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  we  would  either  buy  that  par¬ 
ticular  equipment  today  at  that  price, 
or  that  it  would  be  worth  its  cost.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  may  be  other  types 
of  equipment  which,  at  today’s  prices, 
would  cost  a  great  deal  more  than  such 
equipment  cost  us  at  the  time  we  bought 
it. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield.  ’ 

Mr.  LODGE.  In  connection  with  the 
question  raised  by  the  Senator  from  Utah, 
I  think  both  the  Senator  from  Utah  and 
the  Senator  from  California  are  to  be 
congratulated  for  bringing  up  this  sub¬ 
ject,  because  it  seems  to  me  to  show  the 
impossibility  of  placing  a  dollar  value  on 
a  piece  of  surplus  military  equipment. 
I  do  not  think  we  can  measure  surplus 
equipment  in  dollars,  no  matter  how  hard 
we  try.  Take  an  obsolete  piece  of  equip¬ 
ment  in  an  arsenal  in  the  interior  of  the 
United  States.  It  could  only  be  of  use 
conceivably  in  case  of  a  ground  invasion 
of  this  country,  which  happily  is  an  un¬ 
likely  event.  If  that  piece  of  equipment 
is  placed  in  western  Europe  under  the 
arms  program,  it  will  be  manned  and 
effective.  To  that  extent  it  will  take  the 
heat  off  our  own  manpower.  Looking  at 
it  from  that  standpoint,  it  would  be  worth 
while  to  pay  something  to  have  the  equip¬ 
ment  used.  If  we  try  to  state  what  the 
cost  will  be  to  this  Government  if  it  buys 
such  equipment  4  years  from  now,  we  get 
a  figure  which  is  totally  undependable. 
We  would  not  buy  it  today.  The  figure 
at  which  we  might  sell  it  today  would 
be  totally  unreliable.  We  could  not  sell 
it  to  anyone.  The  people  who  want  it 
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have  no  dollars.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  identify  the  equipment  by  cate¬ 
gories — machine  guns,  tanks,  and  so 
forth — and  not  try  to  control  it  in  terms 
of  dollars,  or  allow  our  thinking  about 
it  to  proceed  in  terms  of  dollars,  because 
it  is  not  something  that  we  can  measure 
in  dollars  and  cents. 

In  think  the  Senator  from  California 
should  be  commended  for  showing  up 
the  confusion  which  has  arisen  because 
of  the  $450,000,000  used  in  this  case,  when 
another  figure  was  used  in  another  case. 
Actually  there  is  no  dollars-and-cents 
value  which  can  be  safely  used. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  has  made  a 
valuable  contribution.  I  am  in  full  ac¬ 
cord  with  a  great  deal  of  what  he  has 
said.  However,  I  think  that  does  not 
follow  for  all  types  of  equipment.  At 
the  outbreak  of  World  War  II  we  were 
using  machine  guns  which  we  had  left 
over  from  our  World  War  I  supplies.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  a  Garand  rifle  in 
good  condition,  which  we  may  have  in 
our  war  reserves,  and  which  may  be  de-  . 
dared  surplus,  is  just  as  valuable  as  a 
new  rifle  which  might  be  manufactured 
under  contract.  So  we  cannot  apply  the 
same  rule  of  thumb  to  al  surplus  equip¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  also  true  that 
we  are  not  going  to  send  all  of  this  ma¬ 
terial  from  surplus,  but  a  great  deal  of 
It  from  reserves?  It  will  be  the  same 
kind  of  equipment  which  we  would  need 
to  equip  our  own  armies. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  Senator  was  present  at  the 
beginning  of  my  remarks,  but  as  I 
pointed  out,  that  is  precisely  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  has  happened.  At  the  time 
the  Chinese  were  trying  to  fill  their  re¬ 
quirements  with  $125,000,000  of  military 
aid,  we  told  them,  “There  are  no  more 
surpluses.  Anything  you  get  comes  out 
of  our  hide,  our  war  reserve.  We  are 
willing  to  let  you  have  it  to  that  extent, 
but  you  must  do  one  of  two  things.  You 
must  either  replace  it  at  the  cost  to  us, 
or,  if  it  is  something  with  respect  to 
which  costs  have  gone  up,  you  must  re¬ 
place  it  at  the  replacement  value.”  In 
some  cases  that  was  50  percent  greater. 
So  we  had  told  them  that  there  were  no 
surpluses.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are 
no  surpluses  today,  except  insofar  as  the 
National  Defense  Establishment — the 
Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force — may 
declare  certain  of  their  equipment  sur¬ 
plus.  TlTey  might  have  done  that  any¬ 
way,  had  there  been  no  European  arms 
implemation  bill.  I  do  not  know;  but 
the  facts  will  speak  for  themselves  when 
the  committee  gets  the  facts.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  services  may  be  declar¬ 
ing  these  things  surplus  because  they 
want  to  help  out  in  what  many  of  us 
feel  is  a  very  worthy  program.  But  I 
think  we  are  entitled  to  all  the  facts.  I 
should  like  to  know,  for  example,  pre¬ 
cisely  whether  the  equipment  which  we 
sent  to  Greece  and  Turkey  is  the  same 
type  of  equipment  which  we  have  been 
buying  since  that  time.  Ir.  other  words. 


was  that  war  surplus,  or  did  it  come  out 
of  reserves  which  we  may  later  have  to 
replace  through  appropriation  bills? 

I  shpuld  like  to  know  specifically — it 
may  b information  which  we  cannot  dis¬ 
cuss  in  public — whether  the  $450,000,000 
worth  of  surplus  which  is  about  to  be 
declared  out  of  war  reserves  is  actually 
surplus  which  we  would  have  no  occa¬ 
sion  to  use,  or  whether  in  the  next  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  the  Army,  the  Navy,  or 
the  Air  Force  is  going  to  be  back  asking 
us  for  appropriations  to  replace  it. 

I  think  those  are  facts;  and  facts  will 
speak  for  themselves.  I  am  not  satis¬ 
fied,  based  upon  the  information  which 
has  been  presented  to  the  committee  up 
to  this  moment,  that  the  committee  has 
the  facts  to  which  it  is  entitled,  and 
which  I  believe  we  must  insist  upon  hav¬ 
ing  prior  to  action  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator  un¬ 
derstand  that  what  we  are  going  to  send 
to  the  European  countries  under  the 
North  Atlantic  Pact,  and  to  Greece  and 
Turkey,  is  obsolete  equipment? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  obsolete  equipment.  I  should  say  that 
it  is  quite  possible  that  some  of  the  ma¬ 
terial  which  is  being  sent  or  is  proposed 
to  send  is  not  material  which  we  would 
buy  today,  because  improvements  are 
constantly  being  made.  But  I  have  no 
doubt  that  if  we  were  involved  in  war  to¬ 
morrow  we  would  make  use  of  a  great 
deal  of  the  material  which  is  being  called 
surplus  until  we  could  replace  it  with 
more  modern  equipment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
if  we  were  to  be  involved  in  war  tomor¬ 
row,  we  would  be  required  to  replace  a 
great  deal  of  that  material.  Probably 
some  of  it  is  the  same  kind  we  are  send¬ 
ing  overseas. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  that  is  substantially  correct. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  there  anything  to 
prevent  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
States,  through  the  proper  agency,  from 
declaring  surplus  anything  they  want  to 
declare  surplus,  to  take  care  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  overseas? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  In  my  judgment, 
and  speaking  solely  for  myself,  after 
reading  the  bill  presently  before  us — that 
is,  the  new  bill — I  believe  that  if  the  De¬ 
fense  Establishment  wanted  to  declare 
surplus  one  and  one-half  billion,  three 
billion,  or  four  billion  dollars  worth  of 
equipment,  instead  of  declaring  $450,- 
000,000  worth  of  reserves  surplus,  they 
could  do  so  under  the  terms  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  as  now  written. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator 
from  California  know  the  value  of  the 
equipment  we  sent  to  Greece  and  Turkey 
under  the  Greek-Turkish  loan? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  That  is  the  reason 
for  my  inquiry  of  this  morning  of  the 
Secretary  and  the  inquiry  I  have  made 
of  Secretary  Johnson.  When  we  get  the 
Greek-Turkish  aid  report,  it  does  not 
give  all  the  figures  we  need,  because  it  in¬ 
dicates,  for  example,  as  I  read  it,  that 
to  Greece  we  have  supplied  approxi¬ 
mately,  according  to  this  report,  up  to 


March  31,  1949,  $318,057,000.  That  is 
broken  down  into  different  categories. 
From  the  total,  I  cannot  tell  whether 
that  means  $318,000,000  was  made  avail¬ 
able  to  them,  and  they  purchased  with 
it  equipment  at  a  cost  value  to  us  of 
$318,000,000,  or  whether  all  that  amount 
or  a  considerable  part  of  it  or  only  a 
minor  fraction  of  it  was  used  to  purchase 
the  types  of  equipment  indicated  at  10 
cents  on  the  dollar.  I  do  not  believe  they 
purchased  all  of  it  at  10  cents  on  the 
dollar.  But  just  as  a  theoretical  case — 
and  let  it  be  understood  that  I  am  r.ot 
charging  that  this  was  done  or  that  it 
would  be  wrong  to  do  it — if  Greece  had 
been  permitted  to  use  the  entire  amount 
for  the  purchase  of  United  States  equip¬ 
ment  at  10  cents  on  the  dollar,  then  in¬ 
stead  of  our  giving  American  aid  in  the 
amount  of  $318,000,000,  it  would  have 
been  American  aid  to  the  extent  of  $3,- 
180,000,000,  or  ten  times  as  much. 

So  in  order  to  appreciate  the  picture,- 1 
think  we  have  to  know,  and  have  some 
limitations  upon,  the  amount  of  equip¬ 
ment  which  they  have  authority  to  de¬ 
clare  surplus  and  sell  at  bargain -counter 
ra^es 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Frear  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  California  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  When  we  had  the  tes¬ 
timony  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  the  charge  was  made  that  the 
amount  which  would  be  requested  for  the 
armament  program  and  to  implement 
the  pact  was  only  the  amount  required 
for  shipping  the  equipment  overseas,  and 
that  the  actual  cost  or  value  to  be  placed 
on  the  equipment  sent  overseas  was  an 
entirely  different  matter,  but  that  the 
cost  of  shipping  it  would  probably  be  10 
percent  or  15  percent  of  the  replacement 
cost  or  the  cost  of  manufacturing  the  ma¬ 
terials  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  was  not  there, 
so  I  cannot  testify  regarding  that  situa¬ 
tion.  But  I  would  rather  doubt  that, 
because  if  they  were  going  to  use  the  en¬ 
tire  $1,400,000,000  involved  in  the  arms- 
implementation  program  on  that  basis, 
it  would  mean  that  actually  we  were  sup¬ 
plying  $14,000,000,000  worth  of  equip¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  inten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  was  actually 
charged  in  one  of  the  national  magazines 
that  the  value  was  actually  six  or  seven 
times  the  amount  allowed  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  terms  of  actual  dollars  and  cents, 
because  of  the  situation  to  which  I  have 
just  referred.  I  have  never  heard  that 
denied  by  anyone. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Utah  may  rest  assured  that  so  far  as  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  is  con¬ 
cerned — and  I  am  sure  I  am  speaking  for 
many  Senators  on  both  committees.  Sen¬ 
ators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle — these 
matters  will  be  thoroughly  gone  into. 
The  committee  will  not  be  given  the 
brush-off  on  the  matter.  I  do  not  think 
the  departments  have  any  intention  of 
doing  so.  But  I  can  assure  the  Senator 
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from  Utah  that  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
we  are  going  to  get  the  full  facts  before 
at  least  I  am  willing  to  vote  for  this 
proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  final  observation? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  California  should  receive  the  com¬ 
pliments  of  the  entire  Senate  for  the 
activity  he  has  begun  here,  and  for  the 
inquiries  he  has  made;  and  I  hope  he 
will  continue  with  them,  and  will  obtain 
that  information. 

At  this  time  I  desire  to  be  associated 
with  him  in  his  efforts  with  respect  to 
China  and  the  aid  we  should  give.  I  did 
not  join  v/ith  the  group  of  21  Senators 
to  whom  reference  has  been  made;  but 
certainly  I  am  in  sympathy  with  what 
the  Senator  from  California  is  trying  to 
accomplish.  Certainly  our  conduct  with 
China  cannot  be  held  up  to  the  rest  of 
the  world  as  the  proper  conduct  of  a 
natioft  standing  by  her  ally.  I  think  our 
conduct  with  China  has  been  atrocious; 
and  all  the  white  papers  in  the  world 
cannot  wipe  out  our  guilt  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  Should  not  we  also  con¬ 
sider  the  value  of  this  equipment  to  the 
enemy,  in  case  it  falls  into  enemy  hands? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Of  course,  that  is 
a  calculated  risk  that  always  is  taken. 
Of  course,  we  ourselves  at  Co^regidor 
and  Guam  lost  considerable  equipment. 
That  may  happen  in  any  military  opera¬ 
tion,  just  as  in  the  case  of  China  there 
is  no  doubt  that  considerable  of  the  arms 
sent  there  were  lost  to  the  opposing 
forces. 

But  I  think  we  cannot  stop  giving  aid 
on  that  account.  The  British  lost  prac¬ 
tically  all  their  continental  equipment 
at  Dunkirk.  As  Senators  will  recall,  the 
United  States  Government  sent  to  Brit¬ 
ain  a  number  of  old  Enfield  and  Spring- 
field  rifles  which  we  had  from  our  World 
War  I  reserves,  so  that  the  British  troops 
could  have  weapons  in  their  hands. 
After  Dunkirk,  we  sent  to  Britain  a  lot 
of  old  French  75’s  and  other  equipment 
more  or  less  obsolescent,  so  that  the 
British  would  have  something  with  which 
to  arm  themselves  on  the  beaches  of 
Britain.  That  was  not  the  most  modern 
equipment  we  had,  but  it  certainly  per¬ 
formed  a  useful  service  and  greatly  aided 
British  morale  after  the  dark  days  they 
had  had. 

Mr.  KEM.  Would  the  Senator  from 
California  agree  that  we  also  sent  to  Rus¬ 
sia  considerable  equipment  when  she  was 
our  ally,  and  that  that  equipment  is  still 
in  Russian  hands? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  mentioned  that 
earlier  in  my  statement,  when  I  said  that 
we  sent  to  Russia,  as  an  ally,  over  $11,- 
000,000,000  worth  of  equipment,  as  com¬ 
pared  with  $31,200,000,000  worth  sent  to 
the  British  Empire  and  $3,270,000,000 
worth  to  Franch  and  her  possessions, 
and  $1,627,000,000  worth  to  China.  So 
we  sent  to  our  ally,  China,  $1,600,000,000 
worth  of  equipment,  as  compared  to  $11,- 
000,000,000  worth  which  we  sent  to  our 
then  ally,  Soviet  Russia. 

Mr.  President,  knowing  that  the  ECA 
bill  is  the  pending  business,  I  wished  to 


speak  today  only  briefly.  I  would  not 
have  taken  this  much  of  the  time  of  the 
Senate  except  for  the  questions  which 
have  been  asked.  But  I  expect,  from 
time  to  time,  in  respect  to  various  phases 
of  the  white  paper,  to  bring  other  infor¬ 
mation  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  desire  to  speak  at  length.  I 
know  the  Senate  is  very  anxious  to  reach 
a  vote  on  this  measure.  Having  under¬ 
taken,  since  this  bill  has  been  the  order 
of  business,  to  persuade  the  Senate  to 
make  some  changes  in  it  and  to  have  the 
Senate  adopt  some  amendments  which 
I  think  are  in  the  interest  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  our  own  people  I  want  to 
take  this  occasion,  before  the  final  vote 
is  taken,  to  associate  myself  with  the 
junior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem], 
who  is  the  author  of  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment,  of  which  I  am  cosponsor.  I  am  not 
overly  enthusiastic  in  my  expectations 
that  the  amendment  will  be  adopted,  in 
view  of  what  has  transpired  heretofore. 
Nevertheless,  Mr.  President,  we  are  mak¬ 
ing  a  record  as  we  go  along;  we  are  letting 
the  American  people  know  that  some  of 
us  are  concerned  about  this  program,  how 
it  is  being  administered,  how  it  is  oper¬ 
ating,  and  the  results  or  lack  of  results 
that  are  accruing  as  these  huge  sums  of 
money  are  being  expended. 

I  have  no  desire,  and  I  shall  not  know¬ 
ingly,  now  or  hereafter,  vote  to  make  any 
contribution  from  the  Federal  Treasury 
to  any  country,  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  destroying  what  I  believe  to  be  free 
government  and  the  freedom  individu¬ 
als,  by  establishing,  promoting,  and  con¬ 
summating  programs  of  socialism  and 
communism.  I  do  not  want  my  vote,  to 
be  associated  with  such  endeavors  and 
such  achievements  here  or  elsewhere  in 
the  world.  For  that  reason  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  the  Kem  amendment.  I  think  the 
provision  would  have  been  more  timely 
had  it  been  incorporated  in  the  basic  law, 
the  original  Authorization  Act.  That  was 
the  time,  before  we  spent  a  nickel  of  this 
money,  to  start  prescribing  conditions 
which,  if  the  obligation  were  kept,  would 
give  hope  and  promise  of  redeeming 
these  countries,  of  restoring  their  econo¬ 
mies  and  of  placing  them  back  on  a  plane 
of  endeavor  whereby  through  their  own 
initiative  they  might  not  only  survive  but 
make  progress  again  in  the  commercial 
and  economic  life  of  the  world. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
whether,  at  the  time  the  ECA  bill  was 
originally  before  this  body,  we  were  not 
told  by  its  proponents  that  Marshall  plan 
aid  would  make  the  people  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  so  happy  and  con¬ 
tented  that  they  would  lose  interest  in 
schemes  of  socialization  and  turn  back 
from  that  temptation. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  remember 
the  exact  words,  but  that  is  the  substance 
of  many  arguments  which  were  heard  at 
that  time  in  support  of  it.  As  I  said  on 
this  floor  last  Friday  afternoon,  speaking 


to  an  amendment  in  which  I  was  in¬ 
terested  at  the  time,  an  amendment 
which  I  had  offered,  notwithstanding  all 
the  aid  we  have  given.  Great  Britain’s 
economic  condition  has  grown  steadily 
worse.  I  do  not  believe  it  has  grown 
worse  because  we  have  not  given  enough 
aid.  Probably  we  could  have  given 
more,  but  it  is  not  because  we  have 
failed;  in  other  words  it  is  not  because 
we  have  been  so  short  in  our  assistance 
that  she  could  not  possibly  have  im¬ 
proved  her  condition.  But,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  we  have  given 
Great  Britain  in  excess  of  $6,000,000,000, 
her  condition  today  is  worse,  and  I  charge 
that  the  reason  for  it  is  the  kind  of  gov¬ 
ernment  she  has  and  the  policies  she  is 
pursuing.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  possible 
for  America,  with  the  kind  of  govern¬ 
ment  Great  Britain  has  today,  and  with 
the  program  she  has,  to  give  sufficient 
money  for  her  ever  to  recover.  So  I 
think  we  are  simply  spending  money  that 
we  will  never  get  back,  neither  in  re¬ 
payment  of  the  loans  we  have  made  nor 
in  results  obtained  from  the  grants  and 
assistance  we  have  given  them,  which  will 
never  come  back  into  our  Treasury. 

Yes,  Mr.  President,  I  made  the  state¬ 
ment  that  Britain’s  economic  condition  is 
growing  worse.  I  have  not  heard  any¬ 
one  deny  it.  At  noon  today,  as  I  started 
to  leave  my  office  to  come  to  the  Senate 
Chamber,  I  received  a  long-distance 
telephone  call  from  someone  I  did  not 
know,  who  said  his  name  was  Alfred  H. 
Benjamin,  president  of  the  Anglo-Amer¬ 
ican  Trading  Corp.  of  New  York  City. 
The  telegram  was  not  addressed  to  me, 
but  he  advised  me  then  he  was  sending 
the  telegram  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  McKellar],  chairman  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  He  asked  me  to  have  my  secretary 
take  it  down  as  he  dictated  it.  That  was 
done.  Just  now,  since  I  have  taken  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  I  have  been  handed 
the  original  telegram  which  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKellar]  has  re¬ 
ceived.  I  want  to  read  it  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  It  is  some  evidence,  some  corrobo¬ 
ration  of  the  statement  I  have  made  that 
what  we  are  doing  is  not  actually  helping 
Britain,  by  reason  of  the  way  it  is  being 
administered  and  by  reason  of  the  kind 
of  program  Great  Britain  is  carrying  out. 
The  telegram,  which  is  from  New  York,  is 
dated  August  8,  1949,  and  reads  as 
follows: 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  August  8,  1949. 
Senator  Kenneth  McKellar, 

Chairman,  Senate  Aid  Appropriation 
Committee, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Regarding  the  amendment  by  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Senator  John  L.  McClellan  which 
provided  for  an  allocation  for  use  of  ECA 
funds  for  surplus  crops  I  have  conferred  with 
several  New  York  meat  distributors  and  they 
contend  as  I  do  that  such  an  appropriation 
is  desirable.  I  have  just  returned  from  a 
visit  to  England  by  air.  I  have  explored  the 
food  situation  very  carefully  with  another 
representative  who  is  now  on  the  scene  in 
Europe  studying  the  situation  in  England. 
Summing  it  up  correctly  is  that  75  percent 
of  the  people  are  starving  and  under¬ 
nourished.  They  haven’t  seen  pork  in  2 
years,  and  ECA  funds  are  being  used  for  no 
other  purpose  than  to  destroy  the  value  of 
the  American  farm  products.  I  am  willing 
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to  fortify  that  statement  and  have  it  further 
substantiated  by  an  independent  represent¬ 
ative  at  a  later  date  who  is  now  surveying 
the  situation  in  Europe.  I  have  by  tele¬ 
phone  informed  Mr.  T.  Beale,  of  the  State 
Department,  of  these  facts.  England  at  pres¬ 
ent  is  meatless,  butterless,  eggless,  and  I 
could  enumerate  a  few  more  other  products 
they  are  sadly  in  need  of.  Why  should  we 
tax  the  American  people  doubly?  Further¬ 
more,  the  true  situation  has  not  been  made 
known  to  the  American  people.  The  English 
people  have  a  60-percent  purchase  tax  which 
is  socialistic.  Under  rigid  control  the  food 
and  clothing  products  are  two  of  the  sore 
spots  of  England.  When  people  are  under¬ 
fed  and  undernourished  it  breeds  almost 
anything,  communism  in  its  worst  form,  even 
greater  than  that  of  the  Soviets’  or  Hitler's 
regime.  I  consider  this  situation  so  deplor¬ 
able  that  I  am  compelled  under  very  great 
restraint  to  present  the  real  situation  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States  through  you. ' 

Alfred  H.  Benjamin, 

President,  Anglo-American  Trading  Corp. 

I  am  not  familiar  with  the  Anglo- 
American  Trading  Corp.,  or  with  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  its  activities.  But,  after  5  min¬ 
utes  telephone  conversation  with  this 
gentleman,  it  occurred  to  me  that  he  had 
a  pretty  good  idea  of  what  he  was  talking 
about.  If  those  are  the  conditions  in 
England,  her  austerity  has  not  lessened 
any  since  the  prograin  began,  and  of 
necessity  it  is  becoming  worse. 

What  did  I  try  to  accomplish  with  the 
amendment  I  offered  recently?  We  have 
surplus  food  in  this  country,  for  which 
the  people  of  Great  Britain  are  hunger¬ 
ing.  We  can  supply  it  without  double 
taxation.  We  have  already  taxed  our 
people  to  get  the  money,  once;  we  have 
bought  food  (agricultural  commodities) 
and  we  have  it  on  hand.  That  is  evi¬ 
dently  the  reference  in  the  telegram. 
The  people  of  Great  Britain  have  said 
they  need  it.  But  this  is  what  will  hap¬ 
pen,  and  this  is  my  reason  for  wanting 
to  see  some  of  the  restrictive  provisions 
incorporated  in  the  bill  to  require  them 
to  take  food  which  the  people  distress¬ 
ingly  need.  Instead  this  proposes  to  give 
them  dollars,  and  they  will  manipulate 
them  in  order  further  to  socialize  their 
industry,  while  their  people  remain 
hungry  and  while  our  surplus  foods  spoil. 
The  more  they  socialize  their  govern¬ 
ment  the  greater  becomes  their  distress. 
All  they  have  today  is  more  austerity. 
They  do  not  have  more  production ;  they 
do  riot  have  more  food;  they  do  not  have 
more  exports;  they  do  not  have  more 
dollars.  All  those  things  are  becoming 
less  and  less. 

Mr.  President,  what  shall  we  have 
profited,  when  we  have  carried  on,  all 
the  way  through,  on  the  ECA  program? 
What  if  they  then  have  no  economic  re¬ 
covery?  As  this  gentleman  points  out 
in  the  telegram,  what  will  be  the  result? 
Communism?  Anarchy?  Certainly  not 
prosperity;  certainly  not  freedom. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  here  today’s 
Washington  Daily  News.  On  the  edi¬ 
torial  page  written  by  Earl  Richert.  I 
want  to  read  some  excerpts  from  it.  In 
England  the  people  are  meatless,  butter¬ 
less,  eggless.  Seventy-five  percent  of 
them  do  not  have  that  kind  of  food. 

I  read  from  this  article: 

'So  far  this  year,  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  has  clunked  down  an  average  of  a 


half  dollar  apiece  for  you  and  every  mem¬ 
ber  of  your  family  to  hold  up  the  price  of 
eggs — $72,000,000  in  all. 

That’s  nearly  twice  as  much  as  the  De¬ 
partment  spent  all  last  year  to  take  eggs  off 
the  market  to  hold  up  prices  received  by 
farmers. 

And  the  Department  still  has  $20,000,000 
worth  of  last  year’s  dried  eggs  on  hand  which 
it  is  now  trying  to  get  rid  of  by  offering  at 
60  percent  of  cost  for  foreign  export. 

I  do  not  know  just  how  long  those 
dried  eggs  will  keep,  but  we  have  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  them.  We  have  already  taxed 
our  people,  have  bought  them,  and  they 
are  here.  England’s  people  are  under 
an  austerity  program,  eggsless,  meatless, 
and  yet  we  would  not  impose  a  condition 
on  this  money  to  require  them  to  accept, 
when  they  said  they  needed  it  and 
•wanted  it,  the  surplus  which  we  have 
bought  and  for  which  we  have  already 
paid.  I  told  the  Senate  last  Friday  that 
my  position  was  not  very  popular  in  some 
quarters  at  this  time.  A  year  from  now 
it  will  be  popular.  That  is  why  I  am 
speaking  about  this  amendment.  This 
should  have  been  done  in  the  beginning. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  yield  in  just 
a  moment. 

We  have  heard  the  very  able  junior 
Senator  from  California  speak  about  the 
Chinese  situation.  What  was  wrong  in 
China?  Just  the  same  thing  that  is 
wrong  in  England,  in  my  opinion.  We 
give  them  the  money,  but  we  do  not 
place  conditions  upon  it  or  supervision 
over  it  which  common  wisdom  and  good 
sense  dictate  to  be  necessary  to  make  the 
program  effective  and  to  insure  desired 
results. 

I  shall  be  very  happy  to  yield  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  In  addition  to  what 
the  Senator  has  said,  the  truth  is  that 
the  present  Government  in  England  re¬ 
ceived  the  goods  and  sold  them,  not  to 
those  who  are  in  need.  The  persons  who 
need  the  food  and  who  are  in  actual  want 
do  not  get  it.  They  have  to  pay  for  it, 
and  they  pay  the  Government.  It  is  true 
they  pay  in  English  pounds  and  shillings. 
But  those  persons  who  actually  need 
meat  do  not  get  it  from  what  is  bought 
for  them  by  the  British  Government. 
The  Government  is  undertaking  to  sus¬ 
tain  itself  by  selling  our  goods  and  the 
goodsit  buys  from  other  countries. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then  they  put 
their  funds  into  the  socialization  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  They  have  put  their 
funds  into  the  socialization  program, 
which  is  a  little  milder  form  of  commu¬ 
nism.  That  is  all  it  is.  It  is  developing 
very  rapidly  and  communism  will  soon 
be  there.  The  Senator  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect.  # 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
read  further  from  this  article  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  eggs: 

But  the  egg  surplus  Is  here  now,  and  the 
Department  officials  don’t  know  what  to  do 
about  It. 

The  eggs  are  purchased  In  dried  form, 
can’t  be  sold  here,  and  foreign  countries 
don’t  seem  to  want  them — even  at  60  percent 
of  cost.  Tests  have  shown  they  will  keep 
at  least  from  18  to  24  months,  but  they  don’t 
get  better  with  age. 


To  date  this  year  the  Department  has 
bought  almost  66,000,000  pounds  of  dried  eggs 
(3  dozen  shell  eggs  make  a  pound  of  dried 
eggs) .  Total  purchases  last  year  were  29,000,- 
000  pounds. 

We  have  the  surplus  food  over  here, 
and  the  English  people,  on  an  austerity 
program,  trying  to  build  up  their  econ¬ 
omy  and  increase  production,  need  this 
food.  They  need  it  just  as  badly  as  the 
British  Government  needs  dollars. 
Therefore  we  should  be  supplying  them 
these  surpluses  which  we  can  so  well  pro¬ 
duce  over  here  arid  which  they  so  badly 
need  over  there,  rather  than  borrowing 
dollars  and  giving  them  to  England  to 
further  socialize  the  industries  of  that 
country. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  place  some 
figures  in  the  Record  further  to  empha¬ 
size  what  I  am  trying  to  clarify  as  to  my 
position  and  why  I  do  not  feel  that  we 
should  appropriate  billions  of  dollars 
without  proper  restrictions  on  them  and 
without  proper .  controls  and  proper 
supervision  as  to  their  expenditure.  I 
think  the  able  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  KnowlandJ,  speaking  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago,  placed  some  of  the  figures 
in  the  Record,  but  probably  not  exactly 
with  the  same  break-down. 

Between  July  1,  1945,  and  March  1, 
1949,  in  grants  and  loans,  and  in  property 
gifts,  in  lend-lease,  we  have  given  away 
to  foreign  countries  $24,651,000,000.  In 
that  sum  there  is  included  $3,000,000,000 
worth  of  property.  Just  what  that  prop¬ 
erty  is  I  do  not  know.  I  do  not  have  a 
break-down  of  it,  but  it  was  property 
which  we  gave  instead  of  dollars. 

So,  Mr.  President,  taking  into  account 
the  amount  of  funds  we  are  appropriat¬ 
ing  in  this  bill,  in  addition  to  what  we 
are  going  to  be  asked  to  appropriate  and 
spend  during  the  next  fiscal  year  to 
Implement  the  North  Atlantic  Pact  and 
to  furnish  arms  to  those  countries  over 
there,  by  the  end  of  the  next  fiscal  year 
we  shall  have  spent  $30,000,000,000  for 
assistance  to  those  nations. 

’  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  there 
will  be  $30,000,000,000  worth  of  results. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  it  now.  This 
$30,000,000,000  is  or  will  be  in  our  na¬ 
tional  debt.  If  we  continue  this  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  has  been  administered  in  the 
past,  being  afraid  that  we  will  interfere 
with  some  government  if  we  try  to 
counsel  it  regarding  how  to  spend  it  so  as 
to  make  certain  that  it  is  expended  in  a 
manner  which  has  the  approbation  of 
ordinary,  common  wisdom — unless  we  do 
that,  unless  we  change  our  policy  with 
reference  to  appropriating  and  spending 
these  billions  of  dollars,  we  are  not  going 
to  get  results.  The  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  is  upon  this  Congress.  If  we  are 
going  to  spend  billions  of  dollars  of 
American  hard-earned  tax  dollars,  Mr. 
President,  the  primary  responsibility  is 
upon  us  to  fix  a  policy  under  which  the 
money  shall  be  spent,  so  that  we  can 
expect  proper  results  to  be  obtained. 
Since  we  are  not  going  to  pursue  that 
policy,  I  cannot  go  along  just  blindly 
supporting  these  programs  every  time 
there  is  a  demand  for  money.  I  am  going 
to  weigh  them  in  the  balances,  and  when 
found  wanting,  vote  against  them. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 
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Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  wonder  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas  would 
agree  with  me  that  the  time  is  not  only 
coming  when  Congress  should  consider 
exercising  its  own  judgment  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  ECA  appropriations  bills, 
but  that  we  should  also  insist  that  the 
State  Department  redefine  and  redeter¬ 
mine  what  it  has  in  mind  in  the  whole 
Marshall-plan  coverage. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  so.  I  think 
there  has  been  a  great  lack  of  that  mu¬ 
tual  confidence  and  exchange  of  infor¬ 
mation  between  the  Congress  and  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  State  Department,  as  to 
just  what  we  are  undertaking  to  do,  why 
it  is  necessary  to  do  it,  and  the  best  way 
to  get  it  done. 

We  started  off  in  this  program,  as  I 
said  last  Friday,  with  the  Bretton  Woods 
agreement,  and  created  the  World  Bank 
and  the  International  Stabilization 
Fund.  We  enlarged  the  Export-Import 
Bank  capitalization,  I  believe.  That  was 
the  way  we  wanted  to  handle  the  matter. 
The  ink  had  not  really  dried  on  the  law 
when  Britain  came  back  asking  for  four 
or  five  billion  dollars,  and  we  handed  it 
to  them  without  any  strings  attached, 
and  it  is  gone. 

I  am  pointing  out  that  by  this  sort 
of  a  policy  we  are  pursuing,  we  are  simply 
dissipating  the  economic  strength  of 
America,  and  thus  we  are  weakening  our 
own  economy,  and  not  helping  others. 
So  I  do  not  see  that  we  are  making  the 
world  better,  nor  are  we  improving  our 
own  power  of  self-defense  and  security, 
which  we  will  need  in  the  event  there 
may  be  another  world  conflict. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Not  only  has  there  been 
that  unfortunate  lack  of  confidence  and 
mutual  exchange  of  ideas  between  the 
State  Department  and  the  Congress,  but, 
in  my  opinion,  there  has  been  a  clear- 
cut  departure  on  the  part  of  the  State 
Department  from  the  original  purposes 
of  the  Marshall  plan.  It  was  clearly 
brought  out  in  the  debate  before  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  of  the  House 
and  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of 
the  Senate,  it  was  brought  out  in  the  de¬ 
bates  on  the  floors  of  both  Houses,  it 
was  specified  in  various  statements  made 
by  State  Department  representatives, 
that  the  original  Marshall  plan  was  con¬ 
ceived  for  the  purpose  of  making  avail¬ 
able  to  other  countries,  anywhere  in  the 
world,  so  far  as  we  were  able,  assistance 
from  this  country  to  help  control  and 
curtail  communism,  provided  they  would 
cooperate  with  us  in  the  program. 

We  now  face  a  situation  when  three 
huge  torpedo  holes  have  been  shot  into 
the  program.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  discussed  that.  We  have  not  in¬ 
cluded  Asia  in  the  Marshall  plan,  we 
have  kept  China  out,  so  that  no  longer 
is  there  an  attempt  under  that  plan  to 
stop  communism  anywhere  in  the  world, 
but  only  on  the  western  fringe  of 
Europe. 

We  have  found  another  torpedo  hole 
illustrated  by  what  the  Senator  is  dis¬ 


cussing,  in  that  we  are  now  subsidizing 
nationalization  in  England,  and  nation¬ 
alizing  industry  is  not  an  attempt  to  cur¬ 
tail  communism.  It  is  moving  in  the  di¬ 
rection  of  communism. 

In  the  third  case,  we  find  the  unhappy 
situation  where  it  is  increasingly  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  Marshall-plan  countries 
are  making  trade  agreements  with  coun¬ 
tries  behind  the  iron  curtain.  So  we 
find  ourselves  in  the  position  of  furnish¬ 
ing  financial  assistance  which  makes  it 
possible  for  countries  in  western  Europe 
to  ship  goods  in  return  for  supplies  from 
countries  behind  the  iron  curtain. 

I  think  this  body  has  the  right  to  know 
what  the  State  Department  is  now  try¬ 
ing  to  do  with  our  business  abroad. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  say  to  him  that  those  who  dis¬ 
agree  with  us  at  this  hour  have  the  ma¬ 
jority,  and  they  are  going  to  have  their 
way  about  matters.  They  have  had 
their  way  in  the  past.  They  had  their 
way  about  the  Bretton  Woods  agree¬ 
ment,  the  World  Bank,  the  International 
Stabilization  Fund.  They  had  their  way 
about  the  British  loan.  Yes;  they  have 
had  their  way  about  the  Chinese  policy. 
They  have  had  the  power,  and  they  have 
it  now.  They  may  use  it  to  force  the 
spending  of  three  billions  but,  in  my 
judgment,  they  are  not  serving  the  best 
interests  of  America  until  they  revise 
these  policies,  until  they  are  willing  to 
do  what  is  proposed  in  the  old  American 
way,  seeing  to  it  that  we  give  help  to 
those  who  are  willing  to  help  themselves. 

I  do  not  believe  we  are  building  char¬ 
acter.  I  do  net  believe  we  are  building 
the  fortitude  of  these  people.  When  the 
program  ends  it,  it  is  continuously  pur¬ 
sued  as  it  is  being  now,  whenever  the  day 
comes,  and  it  will  come,  that  we  have  to 
stop  spending  the  money,  I  do  not  know 
that  we  will  have  built  up  the  character 
of  the  people  of  the  foreign  countries  to 
the  point  where  they  will  have  the  forti¬ 
tude  to  resist  communism.  Who  can  give 
us  such  assurances?  Certainly  we  will 
not  unless  we  have  built  up  their  econ¬ 
omy,  unless  they  have  an  appreciation  of 
what  we  are  doing  and  gratitude  for  the 
fact  that  the  very  source  from  which  they 
have  drawn  their  strength  is  the  coun¬ 
try  which  has  preserved  the  free-enter¬ 
prise  system,  and  remained  strong,  when 
all  other  countries,  with  their  other  ide¬ 
ologies,  have  failed. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  what  we  ought 
to  be  trying  to  impress  on  them,  and  not 
be  so  timid  and  ashamed  and  insist  that 
we  do  not  want  to  interfere  with  their 
sovereignty.  Of  course,  we  do  not  want 
to  interfere  with  their  sovereignty.  They 
are  free  to  do  as  they  please,  and  they 
are  doing  as  they  please,  but  they  are  not 
doing  themselves  any  good,  and  we  are 
not  doing  ourselves  any  good  by  going 
along  with  them  and  letting  them  do  as 
they  please  while  we  furnish  the  money 
and  pay  for  their  folly. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  way  I  feel 
about  this  matter.  I  say  these  things 
because  I  know  we  make  a  record  here 
in  the  Senate,  those  of  us  who  have  this 
responsibility  make  a  record,  and  in  the 
light  of  my  intelligence,  and  my  obser¬ 
vations,  and  the  information  I  can  get,  I 
want  to  make  a  record  which  I  think  and 


honestly  believe  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
my  country  and  my  people,  a  record  with 
which  I  can  live,  not  only  today,  but  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Under  the  happy 
phraseology  of  the  State  Department,  I 
should  like  to  refer  to  what  is  proposed 
as  a  peacetime  lend-lease  program.  Does 
the  Senator  recall  that  during  the  war¬ 
time  lend-lease  program  supplies  and  ma¬ 
teriel  made  available  by  this  country 
went  abroad  under  the  joint  command 
of  the  Allied  Chiefs  of  Staff,  so  that  we 
had  something  to  say  about  how  the  ma¬ 
teriel  was  used?  That  worked,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  the  reason  why  the  present  program 
is  not  succeeding  as  well  as  the  other  one 
did  is  because  we  are  failing  to  follow 
the  pattern  we  followed  in  the  time  of 
the'  wartime  lend-lease. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  made  very 
lenient  conditions  in  the  very  beginning 
of  this  movement.  We  did  not  then  meet 
our  full  responsibility  in  making  the  con¬ 
ditions  so  as  to  insure  the  success  of  the 
program,  and  we  are  not  requiring  ob¬ 
servance  of  the  conditions  we  did  fix. 
In  fact,  we  are  relaxing  them  more  and 
more  all  the  time,  and  therefore  we  are 
getting  less  and  less  results  for  the  dol¬ 
lars  we  are  spending.  I  choose  to  with¬ 
hold  further  appropriations  for  this  pro¬ 
gram  until  we  have  established  policies 
and  require  them  to  pursue  policies  that 
give  some  hope  the  program  will  be  suc¬ 
cessful. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  very  few  minutes  to  put  my¬ 
self  on  record  in  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  referred  to  as  the  Kem  amend¬ 
ment. 

In  my  judgment,  the  American  people 
must  decide  soon  how  much  longer  they 
are  going  to  finance  socialism  in  Eng¬ 
land  and  France  or  elsewhere.  To  date, 
the  principal  use  <  our  foreign-aid  ap¬ 
propriations  has  been  to  support  the  poli¬ 
cies  of  leftist  governments  in  Europe  and 
to  advance  the  cause  of  socialism  there. 

The  United  States  Treasury  has 
poured  more  than  $25,000,000,000  into  Eu¬ 
rope  since  the  end  of  the  war,  and  much 
of  this  money  has  been  used  by  the  so¬ 
cialistic  governments  of  England  and 
France  to  nationalize  industry  after  in¬ 
dustry.  The  American  people  never 
gave  the  present  administration  any  au¬ 
thority  to  socialize  western  Europe  at 
the  expense  of  the  American  taxpayer. 
Every  American  would  properly  resent 
any  such  action  from  any  foreign  coun¬ 
try — should  Russia,  for  example,  offer 
this  administration,  financial  aid  to 
nationalize  our  own  great  industries. 

England  already  has  socialized  eight 
or  nine  of  her  most  important  industries. 
These  include  coal  mines,  railroads,  the 
Bank  of  England,  motor  transport,  civil 
aviation,  cables,  radio,  and  medical  and 
dental  care.  Just  recently  the  House  of 
Commons  voted  to  nationalize  the  British 
steel  industry,  effective  in  1950. 

France  has  socialized  more  than  20  in¬ 
dustries,  including  coal  mines,  railroads, 
the  Bank  of  France,  motion  pictures,  in¬ 
surance,  aircraft  production,  and  tele¬ 
phone  and  telegraph. 
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This  is  how  the  process  works  in 
Britain,  as  it  was  just  explained  a  few 
moments  ago  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee.  Marshall  plan 
food  is  given  to  the  British  Government 
free  of  charge — not  to  the  hungry.  The 
Government  sells  this  food  to  the  British 
people  for  British  currency.  The  cash 
received  is  then  used  to  retire  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  bonds  given  the  former  owners 
of  the  socialized  industry.  By  this  de¬ 
vice.  the  American  taxpayer  is  paying 
dlisctly  for  the  socialization  of  England* 

1  can  think  of  no  more  pointed  sum¬ 
mary  of  this  whole  process  than  that 
made  by  the  greatest  Englishman  of  this 
generation,  Winston  Churchill.  On  one 
occasion,  Mr.  Churchill  said:  “What 
would  happen  to  the  British  Socialist 
Government  if  the  American  subsidy  did 
not  arrive  punctually?”  On  another 
occasion,  Mr.  Churchill  expressed  the 
whole  situation  still  more  bluntly  when 
he  said:  “The  Socialist  Government  and 
Socialist  policy  are  living  on  the  United 
States  from  month  to  month  and  from 
he. ’id  to  mouth.”  Englishmen  of  vision 
and  foresight  realize  perfectly  well  what 
is  being  done  to  their  country  by  their 
Government  is  with  American  funds,  and 
they  are  no  more  in  favor  of  it  than  is  the 
American  taxpayer.  If  we  are  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  send  vast  sums  to  Europe,  that 
money  should  certainly  be  used  for  re¬ 
construction  and  not  for  socialization. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  which  has  been  under  dis¬ 
cussion  now  for  some  time,  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  that  our  money  shall  not  be  used 
for  socialization.  For  that  reason  I  shall 
support  the  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Lest  the  Sen¬ 
ate  lose  track  of  what  is  before  it,  the 
Chair  will  state  the  question:  Shall  the 
decision  of  the  Chair  holding  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Kem]  was  not  in  order  stand 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
going  to  vote  against  the  so-called  Kem 
amendment,  and  I  desire  to  go  on  record 
so  the  entire  world  may  know  why  I 
shall  vote  against  it.  It  seems  very 
strange  to  me,  Mr.  President,  that  dur¬ 
ing  the  9  years  I  have  been  a  member 
of  the  Senate  all  I  have  seen  is  protec¬ 
tion  of  real  big  business — protection  for 
the  real  big  fellow  and  letting  the  little 
fellow  go.  Let  me  read  the  amendment: 

Sec.  202.  No  part  of  the  appropriations 
contained  in  this  act  shall  be  furnished  to 
any  participating  country,  the  government 
or  any  agency  thereof,  which  shall,  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act,  acquire  or 
operate,  in  whole  or  in  part  any  basic  in¬ 
dustry  thereof,  other  than  industries  the 
acquisition  of  which  has  been  completed 
prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

About  2  years  ago,  Mr.  President,  I 
read  a  speech  delivered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney].  He  was  speaking  face  to 
face  with  a  group  of  real  big  businessmen 
right  in  the  heart  of  Wall  Street.  He 
said,  “If  communism  comes  to  the  United 
States  you  men  are  to  blame  for  it.”  We 
do  not  hear  anything  in  the  Senate  about 
curbing  real  big  business.  Not  until  Tom 
Clark  became  Attorney  General  had  an 


attempt  been  made  to  jail  the  presidents 
or  other  officers  of  big  trusts  for  raising 
the  price  of  milk  or  the  price  of  bread 
or  anything  else  the  people  buy.  Oh,  if  a 
veteran  steals  something  to  support  his 
family  he  will  be  arrested.  But  when  the 
big  corporations  get  together  and  raise 
prices  they  were  not  criminally  prose¬ 
cuted,  and  if  they  were  brought  into 
court  in  a  civil  suit  for  stealing  millions 
they  are  fined  the  insignificant  sum  of 
$5,000.  I  challange  any  Senator  upon 
the  Senate  floor  to  name  one  single  per¬ 
son  who  was  ever  arrested  and  convicted 
under--  the  Sherman  Antitrust  Act, 
whether  it  was  under  a  Democratic  Presi¬ 
dent  or  a  Republican  President — except 
Eugene  Debs. 

By  reason  of  the  inefficiency  of  our 
Federal  Government,  whether  it  be  un¬ 
der  a  Republican  administration  or  a 
Democratic  administration,  the  people 
of  at  least  one  State,  North  Dakota,  have 
taken  steps  to  protect  themselves,  and 
they  have  done  such  a  good  job  that 
when  John  Gunther  wrote  the  book,  In¬ 
side  the  U.  S.  A.,  2  years  ago  he  said 
that  by  far  the  best  laws  for  the  com¬ 
mon  people  had  been  adopted  by  the 
State  of  North  Dakota.  The  people  of 
North  Dakota  got  together  because  they 
had  to  protect  themselves.  I  want  to 
say  to  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  that  in  1915,  if 
a  farmer  in  North  Dakota  wanted  to 
borrow  money  to  place  a  first  mortgage 
on  his  farm  he  had  to  pay  10  percent 
interest.  I  can  show  the  distinguished 
Senator  abstracts  which  I  have  examined 
which  show  that  farmers  were  charged 
12  percent  interest. 

In  order  to  protect  ourselves  we  finally 
decided  to  amend  our  State  constitu¬ 
tion.  When  I  was  in  college  in  New  York 
City  what  did  I  find?  If  a  law  similar 
to  the  pending  amendment  had  been  in 
effect  in  New  York  it  could  not  own  the 
elevators  in  Buffalo.  If  such  a  law  had 
not  been  in  effect  Seattle  could  not  have 
a  fish  market.  In  Portland,  Maine,  the 
city  could  not  own  a  lumber  yard.  When 
the  common  people  of  my  State  became 
tired  of  taking  money  which  was  sent 
to  North  Dakota  from  the  East,  and  pay¬ 
ing  eastern  men  in  Wall  Street  5  or  6 
percent,  while  they  paid  5  or  6  percent  in 
addition  to  the  broker,  making  the  total 
10  or  12  percent  on  farm  mortgages, 
what  did  they  do?  When  they  got  tired 
of  the  large  Grain  Trust  robbing  a  farmer 
every  time  he  hauled  his  grain  to  the 
elevator  and  when  the  people  became 
tired  of  paying  excessive  insurance  rates, 
the  common  people  of  North  Dakota  did 
a  very  simple  thing.  They  got  together 
and  said,  “The  common  people  are  go¬ 
ing  to  meet  on  Lincoln’s  Birthday  in  every 
single  voting  district  of  North  Dakota.” 
And  they  did  so.  Red,  white,  black;  rich 
and  poor,  regardless  of  nationality,  race, 
or  color,  those  people  met  in  over  2,000 
precincts,  and  there  they  elected  dele¬ 
gates  by  secret  vote.  They  met  on 
Washington’s  Brithday  in  every  county 
seat.  There  they  elected  delegates  by 
secret  vote.  They  met  at  a  State  con¬ 
vention,  roughly  500  of  them.  They  said, 
“At  last  the  common  people  are  going  to 
take  charge  of  their  own  government  in 
North  Dakota,”  and  they  did.  No  honest 


man  called  it  socialism  or  communism. 
They  said,  “We  are  tired  of  paying  10  or 
12  percent  interest.  We  are  tired  of  be¬ 
ing  told,  ‘If  you  want  to  connect  up  with 
the  power  line,  it  will  cost  you  perhaps 
as  much  as  $1,300.’  ”  They  did  not  have 
an  REA  at  that  time,  but  the  power  com¬ 
panies  owned  the  lines.  In  the  case  of 
my  sister,  who  lived  on  a  farm,  the  power 
company  wanted  $1,300  to  connect  with 
the  power  line  five  poles  away  from  her 
farm  home. 

We  met  for  4  days.  We  adopted  a 
platform,  and  we  submitted  that  plat- 
form-to  the  people  of  our  State.  We  won 
by  an  overwhelming  vote. 

These  are  the  same  people,  mind  you, 
who  in  World  War  I  won  the  prize  for 
patriotism  which  was  offered  by  Secre¬ 
tary  McAdoo.  The  prize  was  won  by 
Traill  County,  N.  Dak. 

We  established  a  bank  owned  by  the 
people.  We  appropriated  $2,000,000. 
That  bank  has  been  so  successful  that 
we  have  made,  an  average  profit  of  half 
a  million  dollars  a  year,  and  long  ago  we 
paid  off  the  $2,000,000.  Today  it  is  the 
largest  bank  between  Minneapolis,  Minn., 
and  Seattle,  Wash.  All  over  that  great 
State  there  were  men  who  fought  that 
bank.  When  it  came  to  election  time 
they  were  badly  defeated. 

Today  in  North  Dakota  when  the  grain 
in  a  county  is  attacked  by  rust,  hail,  or 
grasshoppers,  or  when  an  act  of  God  ad¬ 
versely  affects  the  people  of  any  county, 
they  do  not  have  to  do  as.  counties  in  oth¬ 
er  States  do,  namely  pay  a  large  sum  to 
a  broker  and  pay  a  high  rate  of  interest 
on  bonds  which  are  issued.  They  get  the 
money  from  the  Bank  of  North  Dakota, 
in  some  instances  at  rates  of  interest  as 
low  as  1  percent.  That  is  all  Divide 
County,  N.  Dak.,  pays  in  the  middle  of 
the  drought,  while  the  brokers  there  or¬ 
dinarily  charge  5,  6,  7,  or  8  percent.  That 
bank  does  not  make  private  loans.  It 
handles  public  money.  No  Senator  can 
give  me  any  good  reason  why  millions  of 
dollars  belonging  to  the  various  munici¬ 
palities,  any  State,  should  go  to  private 
banks  at  a  low  rate  of  interest,  to  be 
loaned  out  at  high  rates.  The  Bank  of 
North  Dakota  has  been  so  successful  that 
a  short  time  ago  it  contributed  a  large 
sum  of  money  to  the  bonus  for  the  vet¬ 
erans  of  World  War  II. 

Of  course  there  was  opposition.  I  re¬ 
member  when  I  was  elected  attorney  gen¬ 
eral  on  that  ticket.  I  was  only  a  young 
man. 

Those  farmers  promptly  took  care  of 
the  opposition,  first  by  passing  the  fire 
and  tornado  insurance  law.  Without  ap¬ 
propriating  a  nickel,  the  act  provided 
that  every  single  public  building  in  the 
State  should  be  insured  by  the  State  of 
North  Dakota  against  fire  and  tornado. 
Today  every  municipality  pays  in  what¬ 
ever  the  State  says  its  share  is.  We  em¬ 
ploy  a  firm  in  Ohio  which  every  6  months 
goes  to  every  public  building  in  our  State 
to  see  that  the  laws  against  storage  of 
gasoline,  or  any  other  fire  hazards,  are 
complied  with.  For  years  there  has  not 
been  an  assessment.  My  understanding 
may  not  be  exactly  accurate,  as  I  have 
not  gotten  the  figures  lately,  but  I  think 
there  is  a  fund  of  nearly  $2,000,000  lying 
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in  the  Bank  of  North  Dakota  to  the 
credit  of  that  activity.  The  rates  have 
been  roughly  one-third  of  what  old-line 
companies  charge. 

Compare  that  situation  with  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  2  or  3  weeks  ago,  when  I  was  in 
the  so-called  Five  Percent  Investigating 
Committee  headed  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
HoeyI  .  One  firm  in  New  York  bid  $100,- 
000  for  insuring  two  ships,  as  I  remember. 

When  the  people  of  North  Dakota 
wanted  hail  insurance,  the  insurance 
companies  demanded  $1  an  acre  for  $10 
insurance  against  hail.  So  we  enacted 
the  hail  insurance  law,  and  the  cost  was 
so  greatly  reduced  that  since  the  inaugu¬ 
ration  of  that  program  the  State  has 
saved  a  little  more  than  $100,000,000 
on  hail  insurance. 

At  one  time  the  farmers  could  not 
build  an  elevator  along  the  right-of-way. 
We  organized  the  Equity  Cooperative 
Exchange.  It  finally  reached  the  point 
where  it  was  handling  about  6,000,000 
bushels  of  grain  at  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

What  happened?  Overnight  the  Min¬ 
neapolis  Chamber  of  Commerce  set  aside 
$50,000  to  fight  the  cooperative.  It  hired 
a  former  justice  of  our  supreme  court.  It 
published  arv  announcement  in  the  Fargo 
Forum.  A  copy  of  the  Fargo  Forum  was 
sent  to  about  every  box  holder  in  our 
State.  It  contained  a  headline,  “Equity 
exchange  insolvent.” 

When  we  went  into  court  we  proved 
that  it  was  not  insolvent ;  but  it  required 
6  years  in  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
In  Washington  tc  get  a  decision  in  favor 
of  the  farmers  who  owned  the  Equity 
Cooperative  Exchange. 

We  went  to  the  polls  and  amended  our 
constitution  so  that  the  State  of  North 
Dakota  could  own  its  own  terminal  ele¬ 
vators.  We  carried  that  proposal  by  a 
vote  of  3  to  1.  We  carried  it  over  the  ob¬ 
jections  of  every  single  daily  newspaper 
in  North  Dakota.  Under  our  constitu¬ 
tion  we  had  to  vote  twice  on  the  same 
question.  It  was  said,  “The  mob  might 
be  aroused,  and  might  vote  for  some¬ 
thing  they  would  regret  later.”  So  there 
had  to  be  a  2-year  interval  before  the 
second  vote.  With  every  single  daily 
newspaper  against  us,  we  carried  it  2 
years  later  by  a  vote  of  4  to  1. 

One  would  think  that  the  legislature 
and  the  Governor  would  go  ahead  and 
spend  the  $300,000  authorized  for  pub¬ 
licly  owned  elevators.  Mind  you,  we  did 
not  want  all  the  elevator  business.  We 
wanted  those  public  elevators  so  as  to 
have  a  criterion  to  guide  us.  Do  you 
suppose  we  could  get  that  law  passed? 
Finally  300  of  us  demanded  that  the  leg¬ 
islature  carry  out  the  will  of  the  people. 
They  refused  to  do  it.  That  was  when 
we  go  busy  and  formed  the  Nonpartisan 
League  which  met  on  Lincoln’s  birthday, 
Washington’s  birthday,  and  the  1st  of 
March.  When  the  people  got  into  power 
we  not  only  spent  $300,000,  but  we  built 
a  mill  and  an  elevator  costing  $3,000,- 
000 — 10  times  as  much.  That  is  what 
those  people  did  when  they  found  that 
the  officials  paid  no  attention  to  the  will 
of  the  people.  We  built  the  elevator  at 
Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.  Senators  can 
judge  how  successful  that  has  been  when 
I  say  that  every  penny  of  that  debt  has 


been  paid  off,  and  only  a  few  months  ago 
they  turned  over  one-half  million  dol¬ 
lars  to  the  State  government,  so  the  vet¬ 
erans  could  get  their  bonus. 

I  remember; that  in  1915,  a  former  pred¬ 
ecessor  of  mine,  Senator  Ladd,  whom 
some  of  the  present  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  remember,  was  Food  Commissioner 
of  North  Dakota.  He  later  became  pres¬ 
ident  of  our  agricultural  college.  He 
was  an  outstanding  student  of  farm 
problems.  In  1915  he  issued  the  famous 
Bulletin  No.  38,  in  which  he  said  that  the 
farmers  of  North  Dakota  had  been  robbed 
of  $20,000,000  to  $25,000,000.  When  our 
wheat  was  in  the  milk,  the  hot  winds 
came  and  shriveled  it.  Mr.  Ladd  took 
some  of  the  wheat  to  the  Agricultural 
College,  and  had  it  baked  into  bread.  I 
was  one  of  the  ones  who  came  here 
with  Senator  Gronna,  whom  some  of  the 
present  Members  of  the  Senate  will  re¬ 
member.  Mr.  Ladd  proved  ever;  alle¬ 
gation  he  had  made  here  in  Washington, 
to  the  Bureau  of  Standards,  and  to  others. 

In  1935  they  “stole”  the  crop  again. 
But  in  1937,  when  we  had  a  very  beauti¬ 
ful  crop  in  North  Dakota,  the  hot  winds 
came.  I  was  governor.  If  Senators 
will  take  the  trouble  to  look  at  the  news¬ 
papers  of  that  date,  they  will  find  that 
on  the  22d  day  of  July  1937,  37-pound 
wheat  was  quoted  on  the  market  at  89 
cents  a  bushel.  The  next  morning  the 
same  wheat  was  quoted  at  37  cents  a 
bushel — a  drop  of  52  cents  a  bushel 
overnight.  The  men  who  say  we  should 
not  give  money  to  a  country  where  the 
people  protect  themselves,  should  look  at 
that  record  about  the  drop  of  52  cents  a 
bushel  for  wheat  overnight.  Before 
noon  we  had  a  meeting  at  the  Waldorf 
Hotel  at  Fargo,  N.  Dak.  I  had  with  me  a 
distinguished  grain  man  from  Minne¬ 
apolis  named  Dickinson,  who  probably  is 
known  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  We  had  wheat  experts  from 
Canada.  We  had  there  our  Railroad 
Commission  and  men  from  the  Bank  of 
North  Dakota.  That  night  we  hired  100 
men  to  go  to  the  fields  and  take  2-pound 
samples  of  grain,  just  the  heads,  and 
mark  the  name  of  the  farmer,  the  sec¬ 
tion,  the  township,  and  the  range.  We 
took  those  samples  to  the  State  elevator 
and  threshed  them  and  kept  those 
samples  separate,  because  we  expected  a 
lawsuit.  Then  we  had  the  grain  ground 
into  flour,  and  saved  some  of  the  flour 
and  some  of  the  bran.  Then  our  chemists 
baked  bread  out  of  the  flour.  Two  thou¬ 
sand  loaves  of  bread  were  baked  from  the 
2,000  samples  we  had. 

Then  what  happened?  When  the 
State  of  North  Dakota,  through  its  mill 
and  elevator,  went  on  the  radio  on 
July  27,  just  4  days  later,  we  offered  35 
cents  a  bushel  more  to  those  farmers, 
and  we  offered  to  buy  any  amount  of 
wheat  from  them — 10  bushels,  100  bush¬ 
els,  or  100,000  bushels.  We  would  take 
the  storage  tickets  that  any  of  those 
farmers  had  at  any  local  elevators  and 
would  pay  them  35  cents  a  bushel  more. 
What  happened?  The  grain  trade  came 
along  and  paid  more  than  we  paid  at 
the  elevator,  thus  saving,  through  the 
State  mill  and  elevator,  approximately 
$12,000,000  in  that  one  deal. 

The  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  who  spoke  here  just  a  few 


moments  ago,  perhaps  can  tell  us  what 
the  people  of  South  Dakota  think  about 
their  State-owned  cement  plant.  It  has 
been  a  glorious  success — just  as  success¬ 
ful  as  have  the  elevators  at  Buffalo, 
owned  by  the  State  of  New  York,  or  the 
city  woodyards  in  Maine,  or  the  fish 
market  owned  by  the  city  of  Seattle. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  read  this 
amendment,  we  see  that  it  says,  in  part 
“which  shall  acquire  or  operate,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  any  basic  industry  thereof, 
other  than  industries  the  acquisition  of 
which  has  been  completed  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act.” 

Mr.  President,  if  such  an  amendment 
is  adopted  and  becomes  part  of  the  law, 
just  think  what  the  situation  will  be.  If 
such  a  law  had  been  in  effect  at  the  time 
when  North  Dakota  took  steps  to  pro¬ 
tect  its  own  citizens,  it  would  not  have 
been  possible  for  our  State  to  have  en¬ 
acted  the  various  measures  which  were 
enacted  at  that  time.  When  we  built  the 
elevator,  which  for  the  first  time  paid  our 
farmers  in  North  Dakota  what  their  grain 
was  actually  worth,  and  for  the  first  time 
made  it  possible  for  our  consumers  to 
get  flour  at  reasonable  rates,  without 
paying  tribute  to  any  trust,  we  did  some¬ 
thing  that  was  extremely  worth  while  to 
all  our  people.  That  is  why  that  opera¬ 
tion  has  been  so  successful  and  that  is 
why  the  people  are  so  proud  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  opened  the  Bank  of 
North  Dakota  for  business  on  August  19, 
1919,  30  years  ago.  For  a  few  years  after 
we  opened  it  for  business,  some  of  the 
politicians  ran  on  platforms  opposed  to 
it.  One  of  them  said,  “If  I  am  elected 
governor,  I  will  throw  the  key  to  the 
Bank  of  North  Dakota  into  the  Missouri 
River.”  He  was  not  elected. 

It  is  significant  that  for  the  last  15 
years,  no  political  party  in  North  Dakota 
has  advocated  repealing  a  single  one  of 
these  State  industries. 

Mr.  President,  what  was  the  record  of 
North  Dakota  in  the  last  war?  What 
will  people  do  when  they  have  a  real 
government  to  fight  for?  Just  look  at 
the  record.  Three  times  we  headed  every 
other  State  in  the  war  bond  drives,  in  the 
last  war.  We  in  North  Dakota  were  first 
in  the  paper  drive  and  first  in  the  scrap- 
iron  drive. 

Senators  gave  talk  about  patriotism. 
Let  me  say  that  I  remember  that  over  in 
Sioux  County,  where  there  are  a  great 
many  Indians,  when  the  selective-serv¬ 
ice  board  sent  notices  to  many  of  those 
Indians  they  went  to  the  board  and 
threw  the  notices  on  the  desk  at  the 
selective-service  office,  and  said,  “When 
has  it  become  necessary  to  draft  a  Sioux 
Indian  to  fight?” 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  want  the  record 
to  be  kept  clear.  That  record  is  that  it 
is  not  compulsory  for  a  farmer  to  take 
State  hail  insurance  in  North  Dakota. 
It  is  not  compulsory  for  him  to  deposit 
his  money  in  the  Bank  of  North  Dakota. 
It  is  not  compulsory  for  him  to  haul  his 
grain  to  the  State  of  North  Dakota  mill 
and  elevator.  But  it  is  significant  that 
since  these  institutions  and  these  indus¬ 
tries  have  been  established  there  has 
been  a  criterion  whereby  a  comparison 
could  be  made.  Today  it  is  no  more  nec¬ 
essary  for  people  to  use  those  industries 
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than  it  is  for  any  one  to  use  the  postal 
service.  Any  American  can  Send  a  letter 
by  special  messenger,  if  he  wishes  to, 
instead  of  by  the  United  States  post- 
office  service.  One  does  not  have  to  use 
parcel  post;  a  package  can  be  sent  by 
Railway  Express,  if  desired.  But,  in  any 
event,  I  am  entirely  satisfied,  so  far  as 
this  amendment  is  concerned,  that  under 
no  consideration  should  it  be  adopted. 

There  has  not  been  any  effort  for  a 
long  time  to  develop  ways  and  means  of 
curbing  monopolies.  Recently  I  read  in 
the  newspaper  of  the  death  in  Minne¬ 
apolis  of  the  head  of  Lever  Bros.  How 
many  corporations  did  the  newspaper 
say  he  controlled?  Four  hundred  and 
thirteen.  Then  one  inquires  where  com¬ 
munism  comes  from.  We  can  pick  up  the 
newspaper  and  read  of  oil  companies 
having  raised  the  price  of  oil  1  cent — not 
the  Government,  but  the  oil  companies. 
We  can  pick  up  the  newspaper  and  read 
concerning  a  man  who  had  been  nom¬ 
inated  to  be  an  Ambassador,  that  one  Of 
his  companies  controlled  300  large  dairy 
companies. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  simply  wanted  to 
go  on  record.  I  should  be  very  happy 
indeed,  if  anyone  is  interested,  to  furnish 
statements  of  the  Bank  of  North  Dakota, 
or  of  the  fire  and  tornado  fund,  or  of  the 
fidelity  bonds.  I  did  not  mention  fidel¬ 
ity  bonds,  but  in  North  Dakota  a  man 
who  is  elected  to  public  office  does  not 
have  to  obtain  a  surety  bond;  he  is  auto¬ 
matically  insured.  An  individual  who  is 
elected  treasurer  is  not  insured;  the  mu¬ 
nicipality  is  insured.  It  is  significant 
that  there  has  not  been  an  assessment 
in  that  connection  for  the  last  10  years 
or  more.  My  understanding  is  there  is  a 
fund  lying  there  of  roughly  $1,000,000. 

As  I  view  the  matter,  instead  of  the 
different  State  activities  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  bringing  on  communism,  they 
head  off  communism.  They  permit  the 
State  to  protect  individuals  who,  with¬ 
out  State  aid,  have  been  unable  to  pro¬ 
tect  themselves.  It  is  significant  that 
immediately  following  the  adoption  of 
the  Bank  of  North  Dakota  law  interest 
rates  dropped  from  10  or  12  percent  in 
North  Dakota  to  5  and  6  percent. 

I  hope  I  have  made  myself  clear.  I 
want  every  Senator  to  know  that  I  do 
not  at  all  agree  that,  by  the  passage  of 
legislation  of  this  kind,  anything  is  being 
done  to  head  off  communism.  On  the 
contrary,  communism  is  being  invited 
by  it.  The  Congress,  and  I  may  add,  the 
executive  department,  in  my  opinion, 
have  not  done  as  much  as  they  should 
have  done  to  use  the  resources  of  the 
Government  to  protect  and  help  the 
little  fellow. 

AMENDMENT  OP  SECURITIES  EXCHANGE 
ACT  OF  1934 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  I  am  in¬ 
troducing  a  bill  designed  to  extend  to  all 
investors  in  large  corporations  the  pro¬ 
tections  now  afforded  only  a  portion  of 
them.  The  bill  seems  to  me  to  be  a  logi¬ 
cal  product  of  investgations  and  recom¬ 
mendations  which  go  back  almost  50 
years.  As  early  as  1904  the  United 
States  Commissioner  of  Corporations  in 
his  annual  report  inveighed  against  “se¬ 
crecy  and  dishonesty  in  promotion, 


*  *  *  secrecy  of  corporate  adminis¬ 

tration,  and  misleading  or  dishonest 
financial  statements”  as  the  principal 
evils  of  the  corporate  form  of  organiza¬ 
tion.  Presidents  Theodore  Roosevelt, 
Taft,  and  Wilson  recommended  that  the 
Congress  take  steps  to  remedy  these 
evils,  and  congressional  investigations 
were' conducted  in  1911,  1932,  1933,  and 
1934  to  ferret  out  and  expose  to  the  white 
light  of  publicity  the  more  glaring 
examples. 

The  need  for  some  regulations  became 
of  greatest  urgency  after  the  First  World 
War,  when  the  American  people  pur- . 
chased  corporate  securities  in  unprece¬ 
dented  amounts.  Congressional  inves¬ 
tigation  disclosed  that,  from  1920  to  1933, 
approximately  fifty  billions  of  new  issues 
were  sold  to  American  investors.  Half 
of  those  issues  were  absolutely  worth¬ 
less  by  1933.  These  losses  in  value  were 
accompanied  in  many  instances  by 
abuses  in  the  conduct  of  corporate  affairs 
by  officers,  directors,  and  other  insid¬ 
ers — abuses  which  were  uncovered  in  the 
investigations  of  the  early  thirties.  The 
result  was  an  overwhelming  popular  sen¬ 
timent  that  something  had  to  be  done  to 
enforce  more  rigid  fiduciary  standards 
upon  corporate  managers. 

In  1933,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  recommended  legislation  to  pro¬ 
tect  investors  against  fraud  in  securities 
and  blind  buying  of  new  security  issues. 
He  described  this  project  as  “but  one  step 
in  our  broad  purpose  of  protecting  in¬ 
vestors  and  depositors.”  The  resulting 
law,  the  Securities  Act  of  1933,  requires 
complete  and  truthful  disclosure  of  the 
financial  condition  of  companies  whose 
securities  are  being  publicly  offered. 

A  second  step  in  the  program  of  pro¬ 
tecting  investors  was  taken  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  next  year  with  the  enactment 
of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934. 
That-  act  was  designed  to  further  cor¬ 
porate  democracy  in  companies  having 
securities  listed  on  national  securities  ex¬ 
changes,  to  provide  periodic  information 
about  those  companies,  and  to  free  their 
securities  from  the  manipulation  of  mar¬ 
ket  operators  who  caused  prices  to  fluc¬ 
tuate  for  their  personal  profit,  to  the 
detriment  of  'public  confidence  in  the 
markets,  and  to  the  loss  of  public  in¬ 
vestors.  This  act,  too,  has  been  success¬ 
ful,  insofar  as  it  goes,  in  its  efforts  to 
combat  the  evils  at  which  it  was  aimed. 

In  the  years  1935,  1936,  1938,  and  1940 
further  steps  were  taken  to  protect  in¬ 
vestors.  In  1935  the  Congress  enacted 
the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act 
to  cope  with  the  monstrous  holding-com¬ 
pany  empires  which  had  taken  over  such 
a  large  part  of  the  utility  properties  of 
the  Nation.  In  1936  legislation  was  en¬ 
acted  requiring  companies  which  regis¬ 
ter  securities  for  public  offering  under 
the  1933  act  to  file  annual  reports  with 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis¬ 
sion  even  though  they  do  not  list  their 
securities  on  an  exchange.  In  1938,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Commission’s  Protective  Com¬ 
mittee  Study,  chapter  X  of  the  Bank¬ 
ruptcy  Act  was  enacted,  under  which  the 
Commission  is  adviser  to  the  courts  in 
corporate  reorganization  proceedings. 
The  next  year  the  Trust  Indenture  Act 
was  passed.  By  1940,  the  purpose  and 


spirit  of  these  laws  had  become  so  fully 
accepted  as  part  of  the  scheme  of  Fed¬ 
eral  regulation  that  a  unanimous  Con¬ 
gress  passed  the  Investment  Company 
Act  and  the  Investment  Advisers  Act, 
the  last  of  the  statutes  in  this  series. 

The  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis¬ 
sion  has  done  an  excellent  job  in  admin¬ 
istering  these  acts.  In  spite  of  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  encountered  working  in  a  com¬ 
plex  and  uncharted  field  the  Commission 
has  managed  to  make  these  statutes  an 
accepted  feature  of  our  national  econ¬ 
omy  without  hampering  legitimate  busi¬ 
ness.  By  prompt  an  deficient  action  it 
has  been  able  to  eradicate  many  of  the 
frauds  and  other  abuses  which  prevailed 
prior  to  1933.  The  Hoover  Commission 
has  pointed  to  it  as  "an  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  of  the  independent  commission  at 
its  best,”  and  I  heartily  concur  in  this 
view. 

.  I  heartily  concur  in  this  view. 

But  I  have  discovered  that  there  are 
some  areas  in  which  the  Commission  is 
powerless  under  present  law  to  provide 
essential  safeguards  against  corporate 
abuses.  Many  investors  have  written  me 
in  anger  and  frustration  about  their  in¬ 
ability  to  obtain  from  their  officers  and 
directors  adequate  information  about  the 
business  they  own,  about  their  inability 
to  exercise  their  corporate  franchise  to 
vote  at  annual  meetings  because  of  the 
type  of  proxy  furnished,  and  about  sus¬ 
pected  “shenanigans”  by  corporate  in¬ 
siders.  Upon  investigating  these  com¬ 
plaints  I  have  been  astonished  to  learn 
that  many  of  the  companies  which  I  be¬ 
lieved  to  be  covered  by  one  or  another 
of  the  securities  laws  enacted  to  protect 
investors  were  not  in  fact  covered — and 
this  includes  some  of  the  largest  cor¬ 
porations  in  the  United  States.  As 
chairman  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
subcommittee  which  is  in  charge  of  this 
field,  I  feel  keenly  my  responsibility  to 
do  something  to  help  correct  this  situa¬ 
tion.  I  firmly  believe  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  should  be  furnished  with  the  au¬ 
thority  to  protect  investors  in  all  large 
corporations  with  widespread  investor 
interest. 

Because  the  Congress  has  proceeded 
step  by  step  with  these  laws  it  has  left 
gaps,  unintentional  and  accidental,  in 
the  broad  framework  of  protection  it 
has  provided  for  thft  Nation’s  investors. 
The  Congress  has  given  a  measure,  of 
protection  to  investors  in  new  securities, 
investors  in  securities  listed  on  a  na¬ 
tional  securities  exchange,  and  investors 
in  certain  types  of  enterprise,  such  as 
public-utility  holding  companies  and  in¬ 
vestment  companies.  But  we  have  ig¬ 
nored  the  investors  in  large  interstate 
corporations  which  are  not  parts  of  pub¬ 
lic  utility  holding  systems  or  investment 
companies,  and  whose  managements  do 
not  choose  to  list  their  securities  on  a 
national  securities  exchange.  These  in¬ 
vestors  do  not  have  equal  protection, 
even  though  their  companies  have  se¬ 
curities  widely  distributed  and  actively 
traded.  This  double  standard  of  in¬ 
vestor  protection  seems  an  accidental 
rather  than  a  deliberate  omissisn,  which 
can  be  attributed  only  to  the  piece-meal 
fashion  in  which  the  several  statutes 
were  adopted.  It  is  to  afford  this  group 
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of  investors  some  of  the  essential  safe¬ 
guards  now  enjoyed  by  the  others,  and 
to  remedy  an  illogical  and  unwarranted 
discrimination  against  them,  that  I  in¬ 
troduce  this  bill. 

The  small  investor,  without  help,  is 
often  left  in  the  dark  about  his  com¬ 
pany’s  affairs.  It  is  for  him  that  the 
Congress  legislated  those  portions  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934  and 
the  similar  portions  of  the  Holding  Com¬ 
pany  and  Investment  Company  Acts 
which  provide  for  periodic  reports  of 
financial  condition.  Whether  he  can 
read  or  understand  them  directly  or  seeks 
investment  help,  he  is  assured  essential 
information  about  his  company’s  affairs, 
as  well  as  an  opportunity  to  give  an  in¬ 
formed  and  intelligent  vote,  and  he  is 
protected  against  trading  abuses  by  cor¬ 
porate  insiders.  These  provisions  are 
contained  in  sections  12,  13,  14,  and  16 
of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  and  com¬ 
parable  sections  of  the  Holding  Company 
and  Investment  Company  Acts.  But, 
illogically,  and  by  the  accident  of  cir¬ 
cumstances,  these  safeguards  have  been 
provided  only  to  investors  in  listed  com¬ 
panies,  public  utility  holding  company 
systems,  and  investment  companies. 
The  bill  I  offer  is  designed  to  extend 
these  protective  provisions  to  the  security 
holders  of  large  unregistered  corpora¬ 
tions  whose  securities  are  widely  held. 

The  bill  does  not  apply  to  companies 
which  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination 
might  be  considered  to  represent  small 
business.  It  applies  only  to  companies 
with  at  least  $3,000,000  in  assets  and 
with  enough  public  interest  to  have  at 
least  300  security  holders.  Furthermore, 
the  Commission  would  be  authorized  to 
add  exemptions  by  rule  as  required  by 
the  public  interest.  Many  of  the  com¬ 
panies  which  would  be  affected  by  the 
bill  are,  of  course,  much  larger.  There 
are  at  least  a  half-dozen  companies  with 
assets  of  $200,000,000  or  more  and  with  a 
minimum  of  3,000  security  holders;  the 
largest  of  these  has  $861,000,000  of  as¬ 
sets  and  over  11,000  stockholders.  There 
is  another  company  I  could  name  which 
earned  almost  $10,000,000  last  year  and 
has  7,200  stockholders,  but  which  does 
not  even  furnish  a  balance  sheet  to  the 
financial  services,  so  that  there  is  no 
way  of  ascertaining  its  total  assets. 

In  1946  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  in  a  report  to  the  Congress, 
which  was  printed  as  House  Document 
No.  672,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  second 
session,  commented  upon  the  illogical 
disparity  in  the  present  law  and  recom¬ 
mended  the  adoption  of  legislation  such 
as  the  bill  that  is  now  being  introduced. 
President  Truman,  in  a  special  com¬ 
munication  to  both  Houses,  heartily  en¬ 
dorsed  this  recommendation.  I  should 
like  to  refer  to  the  studies  contained  in 
that  proposal,  which  I  understand  are 
now  being  brought  up  to  date. 

The  Commission,  among  other  things, 
compared  the  reporting  practices  fol¬ 
lowed  by  registered  and  unregistered 
companies.  Under  the  Securities  Ex¬ 
change  Act  of  1934,  any  company  which 
lists  its  securities  on  an  exchange  must 
file  with  the  Commission  and  with  the 
exchange  sufficient  information  to  per¬ 
mit  investors  or  their  advisers  to  make 


an  intelligent  appraisal  of  the  merits  of 
the  particular  securities  and  must  keep 
that  information  up  to  date. 

The  annual  reports  of  119  companies 
with  assets  of  at  least  $3,000,000  and  300 
or  more  security  holders  were  examined 
by  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission.  In  most  instances  the  finan¬ 
cial  statements  were  woefully  inade¬ 
quate.  About  13  percent  of  the  com¬ 
panies  furnished  no  income  statement 
at  all,  and  the  income  statements  of 
many  more  were  so  highly  condensed 
that  they  were  of  only  limited  value;  in 
some  cases  the  statements  did  not  even 
report  the  earnings  during  the  year. 
Over  half  of  the  balance  sheets  exam¬ 
ined  were  materially  deficient  when 
judged  by  the  accounting  standards  en¬ 
forced  under  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act.  Not  a  single  company  mentioned 
whether  it  had  had  any  material  trans¬ 
actions  with  insiders,  or  whether  insiders 
had  traded  in  the  company  stock.  One 
company,  whose  annual  report  indi¬ 
cated  that  its  30,000  shares  of  common 
stock  had  a  market  price  ranging  from 
$55  to  $63  per  share,  did  not  mention  the 
fact  that  the  company  had  granted  its 
executives  an  option  to  purchase  3,500 
shares  at  $12  per  share.  All  of  this  in¬ 
formation,!  believe,  the  investing  pub¬ 
lic  has  a  right  to  know,  and  it  is  one  of 
the  aims  of  the  bill  I  have  submitted  to 
force  such  disclosure. 

The  Commission  has  also  studied  the 
proxy-soliciting  practices  of  registered 
and  unregistered  companies.  In  the 
proxy  field  the  possibility  of  abuse  is  so 
evident,  where  there  are  hundreds  or 
thousands  of  scattered  stockholders,  that 
it  requires  little  elaboration.  Abuse  of 
power  feeds  on  ignorance.  Responsible 
management  should,  affirmatively,  wel¬ 
come  the  informed  participation  of 
stockholders  in  corporate  affairs  requir¬ 
ing  stockholder  assent.  It  is  to  enforce 
the  responsibility  and  strict  accounta¬ 
bility  of  management  for  their  actions 
that  section  14  of  the  Securities  Ex¬ 
change  Act,  regulating  the  solicitation  of 
proxies,  was  adopted  and  similar  provi¬ 
sions  were  .inserted  in  the  Holding  Com¬ 
pany  and  Investment  Company  Acts.  In 
15  years  of  experience  these  require¬ 
ments  have  more  than  justified  them¬ 
selves  in  their  effect  on  management  re¬ 
lations  with  security  holders,  and  the 
Commission  has  demonstrated  that  such 
provisions  of  law  can  be  effectively  en¬ 
forced  without  interference  with  man¬ 
agement  responsibilities. 

Under  the  rules  adopted  pursuant  to 
section  14,  management  is  required  to 
inform  all  stockholders  of  the  affairs  of 
their  corporation  when  their  proxies  are 
solicited  and  to  give  them  an  opportunity 
to  cast  their  proxy  votes  intelligently. 
Nonmanagement  groups  are  provided 
with  an  equal  opportunity  to  solicit' 
proxies  and  to  offer  proposals  to  be 
acted  upon  at  the  meetings.  Thus, 
stockholders  in  companies  which  are 
registered  upon  a  national  securities  ex¬ 
change  are  afforded  a  real  measure  of 
corporate  democracy,  and,  whether  they 
live  next  door  to  the  president  of  the 
company  or  in  an  isolated  village  far 
from  the  scene  of  activity,  they  are  kept 


informed  about  the  business  they  own 
and  are  afforded  a  right  to  vote  accord¬ 
ing  to  democratic  traditions. 

In  contrast  with  this  application  of 
the  principles  of  corporate  democracy — 
without  which  our  whole  system  of  free 
enterprise  would  soon  be  in  serious 
jeopardy — stand  the  proxy-soliciting 
practices  of  many  of  the  large  corpora¬ 
tions  which  do  not  at  present  fall  within 
the  scope  of  any  law  regulating  their 
practices.  The  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  in  the  study  to  which  I  have 
referred,  was  able  to  obtain  the  proxy- 
soliciting  materials  of  76  companies  re¬ 
lating  to  152  meetings.  These  companies 
comprised  all  the  domestic  companies 
with  assets  of  over  $3,000,000  whose  vot¬ 
ing  securities  have  unlisted  trading  priv¬ 
ileges  on  the  New  York  Curb  Exchange 
and  were  traded  during  a  sample  year  in 
a  volume  exceeding  5,CC0  shares.  Al¬ 
though  these  large  corporations,  with 
their  evident  public  interest,  had  the 
advantages  of  an  exchange  market,  they 
were  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934,  be¬ 
cause  their  securities  had  been  traded  on 
a  so-called  unlisted  basis  since  prior  to 
1934  and  their  managements  had  not 
chosen  to  list  on  the  Curb  or  any  other 
exchange.  A  casual  examination  of  the 
list  of  these  companies  furnishes  dra¬ 
matic  evidence  of  the  illogical  nature  of 
our  disclosure  laws,  which  require  many 
smaller  companies  with  less  public  in¬ 
terest  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Securities  Exchange  Act  but  permit 
these  companies  to  be  exempt. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  requests 
for  proxies  sent  out  in  connection  with 
89  percent  of  the  annual  meetings  of 
these  companies  did  not  even  name  the 
persons  whom  the  management  proposed 
to  elect  as  directors.  In  connection  with 
42  percent  of  the  annual  meetings,  one 
of  the  items  was  stated  to  be  the  ap¬ 
proval  and  ratification  of  all  of  the  acts 
of  the  management  since  the  last  meet¬ 
ing,  with  no  specification  of  the  nature 
of  those  acts.  Only  in  a  totalitarian 
state  would  the  type  of  ballot  in  general 
use  on  these  proxies  have  been  tolerated, 
for  95  percent  of  the  companies  did  not 
afford  their  stockholders  an  opportu¬ 
nity  for  a  “Yes”  or  “No”  vote  on  spe¬ 
cific  items.  Indeed,  in  one  case  which 
has  come  to  my  attention  recently,  some 
ingenious  representative  of  management 
proposed  to  print  the  proxy  on  the  back 
of  the  company’s  dividend  check,  so  that 
any  stockholder  who  endorsed  the  check 
would  automatically  execute  a  proxy  un¬ 
less  he  indicated  to  the  contrary  by 
marking  an  “X”  in  a  particular  space. 
Unless  legislation  such  as  the  proposed 
bill  is  enacted,  the  small  stockholder  in 
such  corporations  has  no  alternative  but 
tOs  grope  blindly  about  for  the  correct 
exercise  of  his  prerogatives  as  part  owner 
of  the  business. 

Finally,  the  bill  which  I  offer  attempts 
to  extend  to  these  large  unregistered 
companies  the  controls  now  in  force  by 
virtue  of  section  16  of  the  Securities  Ex¬ 
change  Act  of  1934  over  trading  abuses 
by  corporated  insiders — that  is,  officers, 
directors,  and  large  stockholders.  Prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Securities  Ex¬ 
change  Act,  profits  from  the  sure-thing 
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speculation  in  the  stocks  of  their  cor¬ 
porations  were,  with  easy  morality,  more 
or  less  generally  accepted  by  the  finan¬ 
cial  community  as  part  of  the  return 
for  serving  as  a  corporate  officer  or  di¬ 
rector.  The  Senate  report  on  the  bill 
which  became  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  referred  to  a  case  wheie  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  a  corporation  and  his  brother, 
who  controlled  the  company  with  a  little 
over  10  percent  of  the  shares,  disposed  of 
their  holdings  for  upward  of  $16,000,000 
before  the  company  passed  a  dividend 
and  later  repurchased  them  for  about 
$7,000,000. 

Our  laws  have  sought  to  remedy  this 
type  of  abuse  by  forcing  insiders  who 
make  short-term  profits  from  trading  in 
their  companies’  securities  to  give  up 
these  profits  to  the  corporation.  How¬ 
ever,  again  for  no  good  reason  what¬ 
ever — but  only  because  of  the  fact  that 
this  series  of  statutes  was  not  adopted 
as  a  logical  whole — these  safeguards  like¬ 
wise  apply  only  to  listed  companies  and 
those  subject  to  the  Holding  Company 
or  the  Investment  Company  Act. 

Consequently,  abuse  of  inside  informa¬ 
tion  may  continue  in  unregulated  corpo¬ 
rations,  and  in  some  cases  has  in  fact 
continued,  no  matter  how  widespread  in 
effect  or  how  charged  with  public  in¬ 
terest  such  transactions  may  be.  When 
an  insider  learns  of  some  marked  change 
in  the  corporation’s  finances,  he  is  nat¬ 
urally  tempted  to  buy  or  sell,  depending 
upon  whether  that  change  will  be  favor¬ 
able  or  unfavorable.  If  he  does  buy  or 
sell  he  is  tempted  to  reverse  his  trans¬ 
action  when  the  news  becomes  generally 
known  and  the  market  reacts.  He  is 
thus  able,  without  changing  his  relative 
holdings  in  the  corporation,  to  obtain  a 
profit  at  the  expense  of  the  stockholders 
with  whom  he  deals.  The  temptation  is 
strengthened,  and  opportunity  for  quick 
and  immoral  profit  are  increased,  when 
corporate  affairs  are  not  conducted  in 
the  open  under  the  li’ght  of  publicity 
attendant  upon  registration,  when  ru¬ 
mors  may  circulate  freely  and  be  difficult 
to  substantiate,  and  when  financial 
statements  of  dubious  quality  are  fur¬ 
nished.  Yet  it  is  in  just  this  situation, 
where  the  need  is  greatest,  that  the  law 
is  remiss.  I  do  not  for  a  moment  doubt 
that  there  are  many  honest  men  who 
do  not  yield  to  these  temptations.  I  am 
sure  that  they  can  have  no  objection  to 
a  law  which  would  prevent  their  less 
scrupulous  brethren  from  seeking  per¬ 
sonal  advantage  by  these  dealings. 

I  believe  that  this  bill  should  be  sup¬ 
ported  by  responsible  management  as 
well  as  by  public  investors;  for  the  ex¬ 
amples  of  irresponsibility  which  I  have 
cited  and  which  are  made  possible  under 
existing  law  are,  of  course,  deplored  by 
many  persons.  Management  which  ad¬ 
heres  to  its  fiduciary  responsibilities  at 
present  will  assume  no  added  burden  by 
virute  of  the  projected  legislation,  and 
the  benefits  to  it  will  more  than  compen¬ 
sate  for  any  slight  jmconvenience  which 
may  result.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
prophylatic  effect  of  the  legislation  as 
applied  to  marginal  managements  seek¬ 
ing  to  avoid  their  obligations  will  be  of 
great  public  benefit. 


This  bill  should  have  bipartisan  sup¬ 
port.  The  welfare  of  investors  tran¬ 
scends  party  lines.  I  have  in  mind  not 
only  the  fact  that  the  Congress  made  the 
Commission  itself  a  bipartisan  agency, 
but  also  that  the  statutes  have  enjoyed 
a  full  measure  of  support  from  both 
parties.  Although  the  first  of  these  acts 
was  not  passed  until  1933,  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  which  resulted  in  the  1933 
and  1934  acts  began  with  a  Senate  reso¬ 
lution  adopted  in  1932;  the  tremendous 
study  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
which  preceded  the  Public  Utility  Hold¬ 
ing  Company  Act  of  1935  goes  all  the 
way  back  to  another  Senate  resolution 
adopted  in  1928;  and  the  two  statutes 
which  were  passed  in  1940  were  adopted 
without  a  dissenting  vote  in  either 
House.  Protection  of  investors  and  de¬ 
positors — like  maintenance  of  free  com¬ 
petition  and  the  other  major  premises  of 
our  capitalistic  system — is  not  the  heri¬ 
tage  of  any  one  party  or  group. 

I  do  not  ask  that  hearings  upon  this 
bill  be  held  during  this  session,  but  I 
am  hopeful  that  full  hearings  may  be 
had  early  next  year.  In  the  meantime, 
I  am  anxious  to  hear  from  all  those  who 
have  any  interest  in  this  measure,  and  to 
have  the  benefit  of  constructive  criti¬ 
cism.  I  believe  it  is  an  important  meas¬ 
ure,  which  is  entitled  to  the  most  care¬ 
ful  consideration. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  assist  the 
Members  of  the  Congress  in  their  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill,  I  request  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate  to  the 
printing  of  the  new  report  which  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  is 
preparing  and  which  wall  bring  up  to  date 
its  1946  report  to  the  Congress. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  (S.  2408)  to  amend  the  Secu¬ 
rities  Exchange  Act  of  1934,  as  amended, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Frear,  was  read  twice 
by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency. 

FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATIONS 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  question 
before  the  Senate? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
before  the  Senate  is  the  appeal  from  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Anderson. 

Baldwin 

Brewster 

Butler 

Cain 

Capehart 

Chapman 

Cordon 

Douglas 


Downey' 

Dulles 

Ecton 

Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbrlght 

George 


Gillette 

Graham 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Hill 

Hoey 

Holland 

Humphrey 


Ives 

McCarthy 

Robertson 

Jenner 

McClellan 

Salto  nstall 

Johnson,  Colo. 

McFarland 

Smith,  Maine 

Johnson,  Tex. 

McGrath 

Sparkman 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

McKellar 

Stennis 

Kefauver 

McMahon 

Taylor 

Kem 

Magnuson 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Kerr 

Martin 

Thomas,  Utah 

Kilgore 

Maybank 

Thye 

Knowland 

MUlikln 

Vandenberg 

Langer 

Morse 

Wherry 

Lodge 

Mundt 

Wiley 

Long 

Neely 

Williams 

Lucas 

McCarran 

P’Conor 

Pepper 

Young 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  is;  Shall  the  decision  of 
the  Chair  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  LANGER  and  other  Senators 
asked  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
now  make  one  of  the  shortest  speeches 
of  record.  [Applause.] 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
recognizes  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  vote  to  over¬ 
ride  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  because  I 
believe  the  Kem  amendment  is  a  proper 
type  of  limitation  on  an  appropriation 
bill.  If  the  question  comes  to  the  merits 
of  the  amendment  I  shall  vote  against 
the  Kem  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BALDWIN  (when  his  name  was 
called).  I  have  a  general  pair  with  the 
junior  Senator  from  Ohio  LMr.  Bricker], 
who  is  necessarily  absent.  If  he  were 
present  and  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay” 
and  if  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote  I  would 
vote  “yea.”  I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  (when  his  name  was 
called).  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  he  would  vote  “nay”  on  this  question. 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  I  withhold  my  vote. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  are 
detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Myers]  are  absent  on  public 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller] 
Is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Watkins].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Utah  would  vote 
“nay.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally],  the  Senator 
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from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt  and 
Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers] 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith],  who  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  who  is 
necessarily  absent.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker] 
is  necessarily  absent  and  his  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  has  been  previously  an¬ 
nounced. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins]  ,  who  is  detained  on  official  business, 
is-  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Miller].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  fronr  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  is  detained  on  official  "business  and 
is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  who  is  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  would 
vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  would  vote  "yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50, 


nays  21,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 50 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

Mllllkin 

Chapman 

Ives 

Morse 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Douglas 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Conor 

Downey 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Dulles 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Flanders 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Frear 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Fulbrlght 

Langer 

Sparkman 

George 

Lodge 

Stennls 

Gillette 

Long 

Taylor 

Graham 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Gurney 

McFarland 

Thye 

Hayden 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Hill 

McMahon 

Wiley 

Hoey 

Magnuson 

Young 

Holland 

Maybank 

NAYS— 21 

Brewster 

Hendrickson 

McKellar 

Butler 

Jenner 

Martin 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Mundt 

Capehart 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ecton 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Ferguson  , 

McClellan 

Williams 

NOT  VOTING— 

•25 

Aiken 

Green 

Russell 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Taft 

Bridges 

Malone 

Tobey 

Byrd 

Miller 

Tydings 

Chavez 

Murray 

Watkins 

Connally 

Myers 

Withers 

Eastland 

O’Mahoney 

Ellender 

Reed 

So  the  decision  of  the  Chair  stood  as 
the  judgment  of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  notice  already  given,  I 
move  that  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  be 
suspended  with  reference  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  desire  to  offer,  and  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  motion. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem]  to 
suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  XVI  to  en¬ 
able  him  to  offer  a  certain  amendment. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  Secretary 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BALDWIN  (when  his  name  was 
called).  I  have  a  pair  with  the  junior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  who  are  necessarily  absent. 
If  the  Senator  from  Ohio  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  were  present 
and  voting,  they  would  votfe  “yea.”  If 
I  were  at  liberty  to  vote  I  would  vote 
“nay.”  I  therefore  withhold  my  vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green]  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Myers]  are  absent  on  public 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Watkins]  are  paired  on  this  vote 
with  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Mil¬ 
ler].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote  “nay.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green],  the 
Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt  and 
Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  who  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness,  if  present  and  voting,  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  and 


the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker] 
is  necessarily  absent  and  his  pair  has 
been  previously  announced. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  is  necessarily  absent  and 
his  pair  has  been  previously  announced. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins],  who  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland]  are  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  24, 


nays  49, 

as  follows: 

YEAS — 24 

Brewster 

Hendrickson 

McKellar 

Butler 

Jenner 

Malone 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Martin 

Capehart 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Mundt 

Cordon 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ferguson 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Frear 

McClellan 

NAYS— 49 

Williams 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Chapman 

Ives 

Neely 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Conor 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Downey 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Dulles 

Kilgore 

Saltonstall 

Ellender 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Flanders 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Fulbrlght 

Lodge 

Stennls 

George 

Long 

Taylor 

Gillette 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

McFarland 

Thye 

Gurney 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Wiley 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Young 

Hoey 

Maybank 

Holland 

Mllllkin 

NOT  VOTING— 23 

Aiken 

Green 

Russell 

Baldwin 

Hickenlooper 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Bricker 

Hunt 

Taft 

Bridges 

Miller 

Tobey 

Byrd 

-  Murray 

Tydings 

Chavez 

Myers 

Watkins 

Connally 

O’Mahoney 

Withers 

Eastland 

Reed 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this  vote 
the  yeas  are  24,  and  the  nays  49.  Two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  not  hav¬ 
ing  voted  in  the  affirmative,  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
is  rejected. 

If  there  are  no  further  amendments  to 
be  offered,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  hav¬ 
ing  been  read  the  third  time,  the  question 
is,  Shall  it  pass? 

Mr.  LANGER  and  other  Senators 
asked  for  the  yeas  and  nays,  and  they 
were  ordered. 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I  am  opposed  to  the 
passage  of  the  bill.  I  wish  to  make  it 
plain  that  it  is  not  because  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  aiding  people,  but  I  have  been 
opposed  to  the  program  from  the  be¬ 
ginning,  because  I  thought,  and  I  still 
think,  that  it  should  have  been  handled 
through  the  United  Nations,  to  build  up 
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that  organisation,  instead  of  weakening 
it,  as  the  present  method  of  administer¬ 
ing  the  Marshall  plan  or  the  ECA,  or 
whatever  it  may  be  called,  has  done. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is,  Shall  the  bill  pass?  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BALDWIN  (when  his  name  was 
called).  I  have  a  pair  with  the  junior 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  BrickerI.  I 
am  informed  that  he  would  vote  as  I 
intend  to  vote.  Therefore,  I  am  at  lib¬ 
erty  to  vote.  I  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  (when  his  name  was 
called).  On  this  question,  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  If  he  were  present,  he 
would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  permitted 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I  withhold 
my  vote. 

The  roll  call  was  concluded. 

Mr.  McGRATH.  My  colleague,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Green]  is  unavoidably  absent  from  the 
Senate  on  public  business.  If  present, 
he  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally]  , 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette],  the  Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt  and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor]  are 
detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  absent  on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tyd- 
ings]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Withers]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor] 
is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  TydingsL  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
would  vote  “nay”,  and  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  “yea”. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller] 
has  a  general  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins].  If  present  and 
voting  both  the  Senator  from  Idaho  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  “yea.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Connally],  the 
Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt  and 
Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers]  ,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Withers] 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  who  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  and  if  present  and  voting  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  is  necessarily  absent  and  if 
present  and  voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 


The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft] 
is  necessarily  absent  and  if  present  and 
voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  are  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker] 
is  necessarily  absent  and  his  pair  has 
been  previously  announced.  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  would 
vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins] 
who  is  detained  on  official  business  has 
a  general  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Miller].  If  present  and 
voting,  both  the  Senator  from  Utah  and 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed], 
is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  63, 
nays  7,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 63 


Anderson 

Hill 

Martin 

Baldwin 

Hoey 

Maybank 

Brewster 

Holland 

Millikin 

Cain 

Humphrey 

Morse 

Chapman 

Ives 

Mundt 

Cordon 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Neely 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Conor 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Pepper 

Downey 

Kerr 

Robertson 

Dulles 

Kilgore 

Salto  nstall 

Ecton 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Ellender 

Lodge 

Smith,  Maine 

Ferguson 

Long 

Sparkman 

Flanders 

Lucas 

Stennls 

Frear 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Fulbrlght 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Utah 

George 

McFarland 

Thye 

Graham 

McGrath 

Vandenberg 

Gurney 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Wiley 

Hendrickson 

Magnuson 

Young 

NAYS— 7 

Capehart 

Kem 

Williams 

Jenner 

Langer 

Johnston,  S. 

C.  Malone 

NOT  VOTING— 26 

Aiken 

Green 

Russell 

Bricker 

Hickenlooper 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Bridges 

Hunt 

Taft 

Butler 

McClellan 

Taylor 

Byrd 

Miller 

Tobey 

Chavez 

Murray 

Tydlngs 

Connally 

Myers 

Watkins 

Eastland 

O’Mahoney 

Withers 

Gillette 

Reed 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  was  passed. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its 
amendments,  request  a  conference  with 
the  House  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  like  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  to  the  fact  that  the 
list  of  conferees  sent  to  the  Chair  con¬ 
tains  eight  names.  As  a  rule  an  odd 
number  of  conferees  is  appointed,  so 
there  cannot  be  an  even  division  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  conferees  and  there¬ 
by  cause  what  might  be  a  difficulty  in  a 
majority  deciding  upon  any  point.  The 
Chair  is  not  interested  in  who  the  con¬ 


ferees  are,  but  ft  is  not  customary  to 
have  an  even  number.  The  Chair  won¬ 
dered  whether  an  even  number  of  con¬ 
ferees  was  suggested  intentionally  or  by 
accident. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  observed  the  de¬ 
fect  in  the  number  of  conferees.  I  may 
say  I  always  leave  it  to  the  secretary  of 
the  committee  to  prepare  the  list. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  motion 
adopted  is  that  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  understand  Mr. 
President,  but  the  secretary  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  always  hands  me  a  memorandum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
understands. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  He  selects  them  be¬ 
cause  of  their  standing  on  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  on  the  committee.  However, 
to  avoid  any  possible  difficulty  about  it, 
I  understand  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson]  would  come  next  on  the 
list  furnished  by  the  secretary  of  the 
committee.  I  therefore  suggest  the  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  list  of  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  number 
would  be  nine,  instead  of  eight;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  That  is  correct. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
merely  called  the  matter  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  The  Chair 
will  add  to  the  list  the  name  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan,  and  will  appoint  the 
conferees. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  appointed  Mr. 
McKellar,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Thomas  of 
Oklahoma,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr.  McCarr\n, 
Mr.  Bridges,  Mr.  Gurney,  Mr.  Reed,  and 
Mr.  Ferguson  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

\  DELIVERED-PRICE  SYSTEMS  AND 
k  \  FREIGHT  ABSORPTION  PRACTICES 

Hfr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  attention  of  the  leaders  on  both 
sides.X  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
SenateVbill  1008,  to  provide  a  2/year 
moratorium  with  respect  to  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  certain  antitrust  laws  to  individ¬ 
ual,  good-faith  delivered-pric?' systems 
and  freight^bsorption  practices  com¬ 
monly  knowik  as  the  basing-point  bill, 
which  came  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  with^mendmepts,  be  printed 
with  the  House  ataendrrftnts  numbered. 
The  bill  with  the  Irause/^mendments  has 
not  been  printed  tmis-far.  The  matter 
will  come  before  the  Senate  probably  to¬ 
morrow  or  some  other  time  soon.  I  think 
the  bill  should  be  printed  with  the  House 
amendments  inqiuded,  so.  that  all  Sen¬ 
ators  may  have'  access  to\the  bill  as  it 

Iwas  changed. by  the  House;  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  j  \ 

I  ask  suoh  unanimous  consent. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  ft  is  so  ordered.  \ 

Mr.  AjONG.  As  I  understand .  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  is  to  nave 
the  bill  printed;  is  that  correct? 

y[v.  McCARRAN.  That  is  correct, 
with  the  House  amendments. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
state  chat  on  Friday,  unanimous  consent 
was  givfen  to  make  that  bill  the  pending 
business' immediately  after  the  call  of 
the  calendar. 

ORDER  FOR<tftECESS  TOMORROW  TO  RE¬ 
CEIVE  THETPRESIDENT  OF  THE  PHILIP¬ 
PINE  REPUBLIC 

Mr.  LUCAS.  .  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consult  that  tomorrow,  Au¬ 
gust  9,  at  approximately  12  o’clock  noon, 
the  Senate  stand  in^ecess  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  receiving  the  resident  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines,  the  Honorable 
Elpidio  Quirino,  and  thaVthe  Chair  ap¬ 
point  a  committee  to  esStort  Presi&ent 
Quirino  into  the  Chamber. 

The  VICE  PRE  SIDENT .  \At  what 
hour  does  the  Senator  suggest^ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Approximately  l?fc>’clock. 
I  cannot  say  exactly. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  therXob- 
jection  to  the  unanimous-consent  Re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it' 
so  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  appointed  Mr. 
Connally,  Mr.  Vandemberg,  Mr.  Lucas, 
Mr.  Myers,  and  Mr.  Wherry  as  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  escort  the  President  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines  into  the  Cham¬ 
ber  at  such  hour  as  may  be  convenient, 
and  as  nearly  12  o’clock  as  possible. 
CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR  TOMORROW 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  on  Fri¬ 
day,  in  the  absence  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
was  entered  whereby  the  calendar  of 
bills  to  which  there  is  no  objection  is  to 
be  made  following  the  disposition  of  the 
pending  measure.  It  had  been  antici¬ 
pated  that  we  would  dispose  of  that  bill 
earlier  this  afternoon.  It  is  now  a  quar¬ 
ter  to  seven,  and  there  is  no  point  in  tak¬ 
ing  up  the  calendar  at  this  time.  We 
will  take  it  up  tomorrow  following  the 
address  by  the  distinguished  visitor  from 
the  Philippines. 

TRANSFER  OF  TOWER  ON  LOWER  SOURIS 
NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  REFUGE  TO 
INTERNATIONAL  PEACE  GARDEN,  INC., 
NORTH  DAKOTA  —  CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres- 
sident,  I  submit  a  conference  report  on 
House  bill  3751,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  its  present  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  read  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate.  1 

The  conference  report  was  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3751)  to  transfer  a  tower  located  on  the 
Lower  Souris  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  the 
International  Peace  Garden,  Inc.,  North  Da¬ 
kota,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  confer¬ 
ence,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment. 

Edwin  C.  Johnson, 

Ernest  W.  McFarland, 

Chas.  W.  Tobey, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Clark  W.  Thompson, 

James  B.  Hare, 

Alvin  F.  Weichel, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

RECESS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  ihotion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  45  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Tuesday, 
August  9, 1949,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


Jr:v  12071A. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  August  8  (legislative  day  of  June 
2),  1949: 

In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officers  for  promotion 
in  the  United  States  Air  Force,  under  the 
provisions  of  sections  502  and  509  of  the 
Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947.  Those  officers 
whose  names  are  preceded  by  the  symbol 
( X  )  are  subject  to  examination  required  by 
Jaw.  All  others  have  been  examined  and 
Bund  qualified  for  promotion. 

To  be  captains 

Jfteies  Franklin  Alexander,  12043A. 
Eddtaind  Beard  Anderson,  12114^ 
JohnSjHenry  Archer,  Jr.,  12013A. 

Arpod  Julius  Artwohl,  12153A. 

X  Glenn  Wesley  Askwig,  12085A. 

X  Robert  Oft  Barney,  12057A. 

Charles  CoHourn  Barnum,  Jr.,  12042A. 

Ibrle  Morris  "’Beatty,  Jr.,  12017A. 

David  Paul  Brack,  12052A. 

Raymond  Walter  Wallis  Booth,  12104A. 
Clyde  Raymond  Bprcfiers,  12124A. 

Felix  George  Brenitgr,  12000A. 

X  Charles  Walter  Brioh,  12094A. 

Stephen  Dwight  Bull,  <Jr.,  12066A. 

Jerry  A.  Bunngll,  11996 
John  James  Burnett, 

John  Earl  Butler,  12182A. 

Victor  Nicholas  Cabas,  12162A. 

Truman  Fletcher  Cadwell,  12V74A. 

Thomas  Joseph  Callander,  120(53A. 

Wallace  Horace  Cameron,  12044A. 

Daniel  Ralph  Carter,  11983A. 

David  Lawrence  Carter,  12035A. 

Leonard  Nelson  Cathcart,  12118A. 

Jack  Tabor  Chandler,  12024A. 

Albert  Vernon,  Chapman,  Jr.,  12089A. 
Andrew  Robertson  Clark,  12062A. 

John  Combe,  3d,  12170A. 

Carl  Laverne  Cook,  Jr.,  12019A. 

William  Enos  Cooper,  12082A. 

Loyal  William  Crowe,  12021A. 

Louis  Gerald  Cruciana,  12175A. 

Daniel  George  Cummins,  12136A. 

George  Chancellor  Cunningham,  12135A. 
Foster  Davidoff,  12150A. 

Robert  Spencer  Davidson,  12131A. 
Kenneth  Cameron  Dean,  12014A. 

John  Charles  Dennis,  12141A. 

Alvin  Warnick  Dill,  11974A. 

X  Charles  Adolph  Donohoe,  12126A. 

Brendan  Joseph  Doran,  12083A. 

Richard  Carol  Dornbrock,  11960A. 

Robert  Aloysius  Duffy,  11984A. 

X  Kenneth  Radcliff  Duncan,  12098A. 

Joseph  Edward  Duval,  11989A. 

Arthur  Ralph  Edwards,  12091A. 

Clayton  Revis  El  dredge,  11985A. 

Samuel  Michael  Elias,  12096A. 

Joseph  DuBois  Elsberry,  12027A. 

Orville  Leslie  Erdmann,  12028A. 

Michael  Evanco,  12065A. 

Franklin  Allan  Everett,  12180A. 

Carl  Grant  Eyler,  12122A. 

Attillo  Thomas  Fachetti,  12I00A. 

Herman  Mouzon  Farmer,  12055A. 

Robert  Farr,  12109A. 

Everett  Nicholas  Farrell,  12003A. 

X  Edward  Aaron  Fayman,  12064A. 


\ 


XJoe  Louis  Fernandes,  12111A. 

Robert  Lee  Fisher,  12138A. 

X  Oscar  Charles  Fitzhenry,  12031A. 

James  Thomas  Fitzpatrick,  Jr.,  12018A. 
X  Jerry  Francis  Flicek,  12113A. 

John  Fletcher  Floyd,  12074A. 

X  Geoffrey  Ralph  Ford,  12183A.  J 
Oscar  Creighton  Ford,  12088A. 

X  Herbert  Francis  Foye,  121^0A. 

Russel  Roch  Frederick,  12148A. 
Marshall  Vernon  Fredrickson,  12069A. 
Herbert  George  Gardner,  12053A. 

X  Edmond  Noble  Gate?;  12080A. 

William  Moore  Gates,  12115A. 

Ernest  Dale  Goddard,  12103A. 

Walter  Frederick  Gonske,  11973A. 

John  Albert  Griffin,  12049A. 

Lester  Edwifl  Gunter,  12040A. 

Charles  William  Haney,  12002A. 

X  Harrison  JEIayden  Hannah,  Jr.,  12171A. 
Edwin  Clifford  Hanson,  12099A. 

Claude  Mayfield  Hardy,  12127A. 

Preston  Bethea  Hardy,  11969A. 

Clifford  Winnie  Harmon,  12056A. 

Carll  Truett  Harris,  12012A. 

Bruce  Ray  Hathaway,  11959 A. 

Hemphill  Vern  Heath,  12163A. 

Albert  Burkett  Hemmer,  11988A. 
Horace  Lynn  Henderson,  12165A. 

Jack  Herring,  12060A. 

Benjamin  Franklin  Hester,  12011A. 
George  Emory  Hewitt,  12081A. 

Charles  Kimball  Hicks,  12130A. 

Lyndell  Thomassen  Highley,  11977A. 
John  Wakefield  Hiney,  12105A. 

Walton  Lewis  Hogan,  12143A. 

X  Robert  Francis  Hood,  12015A. 

Charles  Hopkins,  Jr.,  11962A. 

Herbert  Bryan  Howard,  Jr.,  12009A. 
Joseph  Virgil  Howell,  12088A. 

Lewis  Carroll  Hughes,  12025A. 

John  Gilbert  James,  12008A. 

X  Thomas  Bennett  Johnson,  12119A. 
Wallace  Wilson  Johnston,  12106A. 
Robert  Lewis  Jones,  11961A. 

John  Alwine  Keiper,  Jr.,  12051A. 

Kave  B.  King,  Jr.,  12006A. 

William  Harris  Kinney,  11999A. 

Gerald  Percival  Knutson,  12154A. 
Thomas  Francis  Kozul,  12001A. 

X  Garold  Bretislav  Kubicek,  12108A. 
James  Lake,  12145A. 

Joseph  Richard  Lambert,  12039A. 
Rayburn  Dinion,  Lancaster,  12022A. 
Charles  William  Lasko,  12169A. 

Harlan  Lee  Laughlln,  11993A. 

Willie  Edgar  Livesay,  11958A. 

James  Thomas  McElroy,  11994A. 
George  Pope  McKay,  12029A. 

Mack  Arthur  McLain,  12030A. 

\  X  Benjamin  Charles  Marshall,  12129A. 

V  Gilbert  Atherton  Masden,  11991A. 
Wallace  Ancil  Mason,  12045A. 

^|olman  Cooper  Massey,  11998A. 

XPajil  Emil  Mensing,  12117A. 

James  Henry  Miles,  Jr.,  12050A. 

X  Jack^Walter  Mills,  12137A. 

Joe  ROse  Mills,  12101A. 

Edgar  Waldron  Moody,  11971A. 

Emory  cfajlde  Morgan,  12112A. 

Brian  KenV.Moyers,  12173A. 

Billy  Joe  Miiuinerlyn,  12090A. 

Thomas  Lee  k^yers,  11995A. 

Joseph  Carl  NaWrocki,  12041A. 

James  William  Itesbitf,  12032A. 
Howard  Louis  Nicks,  12I34A. 

Austin  Nielsen,  11984A. 

Alson  Valentine  Nolah,  Jr.,  12095A. 
Wallace  Orville  Nordenstrom,  12059A. 
Henry  Michael  O’Connor,  11972A. 
Vance  Oehme,  12076A. 

Jack  Pershing  Orr,  11978A. 

X  George  Joseph  Ott,  12133A. 

Arthur  Wellesley  Owen,  Jr.,  12166A. 
Jack  R.  Packwood,  12123A. 

•  Robert  John  Partridge,  12107A. 

Gene  Murray  Patton,  12034A. 

XKarl  Reese  Pearson,  12097A. 

Glen  Amos  Pebles,  12159A. 

William  Wallace  Penn,  Jr.,  12023A. 
Sumner  William  Peterson,  11992A. 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  4830 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  8, 1949 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  following  sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 

4  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 

6  TITLE  I 

7  (1) LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 

8  Senate 

9  CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENA  TE 

19  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation: 
11  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  For- 
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eign  Economic  Cooperation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law 
472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  47, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per  diem  and  subsistence 
expenses,  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 
approved  June  9,  1949,  $344,000:  Provided,  That  this 
appropriation  shall  be  available  from  and  including  July  1, 
1949,  for  the  purpose  provided  herein.  All  obligations  in¬ 
curred  during  the  period  between  July  1,  1949,  and  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act  in  anticipation  of  such 
appropriation  are  hereby  ratified  arid  confirmed  if  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  terms  hereof. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47),  for  the  period  commencing  April  3,  1949,  through 
June  30,  1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meet¬ 
ings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment 
of  damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed 
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$6,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,074,- 
000,000  (2)rof  which  not  to  exceed  $  1-2-5, 00(4  shah  he  avail 
able  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  (other  than 
entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the  Administrator  or 
the  Deputy  Administrator  who  shall  make  a  certificate  of 
the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may  think 
ft  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such  certificate  shall 
he  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  speci¬ 
fied:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $4,400,000  in  the 
aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appropriation  and 
the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during  the 
period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47) , 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  including  expenses 
of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of 
this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000)  ;  purchase  (not 
to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of 
damage  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  IT.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health 
service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150); 
rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of  privately 
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owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $25,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the 
Revised  Statutes ;  and  loss  by  exchange ;  (3)13,568/170,000 
$ 3,628,380,000 ,  of  which  not  to  exceed  (4)$5007000  $200  - 
000  shall  he  available  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  char¬ 
acter  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direction  of  the 
Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make 
a  certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which 
he  may  think  it  advisable  not  to  specify,  and  every  such 
certificate  shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount 
therein  specified:  Provided ,  That  this  appropriation  shall  be 
consolidated  and  merged  with  appropriations  under  this  head 
for  prior  periods,  and  such  consolidated  appropriation  may 
be  used  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limitations  herein 
specified:  Provided  further,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000 
of  such  consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  (5),  of 
which  not  more  than  $25,000  shall  be  available  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  section  115  (f )  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  1.9,  1949 
(Public  Law  47)  (6):  Provided  further,  That  the  entire 
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by  the  Administrator  deems  such  action  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  said  Act  during  the  period  ending  May 
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4-%  4-950  (7):  Provided  further,  That  the  Administrator  is 
authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time  during  the  fiscal 
gear  1950  for  purchase  hg  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  $150,000,000,  for 
the  purpose  of  allocating  funds  during  such  fiscal  gear  to  the 
Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington  for  assistance  on  credit 
terms  under  the  provisions  of  said  Act;  and  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (2)  of  section  111  (c)  of  said  Act  shall,  to  the 
extent  applicable,  be  applicable  to  the  notes  authorized  to  be 
issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all  functions  of  the  Administrator , 
the  Secretarg  of  the  Treasurg,  and  the  Export-Import  Bank 
of  Washington  in  extending  the  assistance  provided  for 
herein. 

(8)The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such  amounts  of  the 
local  currency  allocated  pursuant  to  section  115  (h)  of 
Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  ( 'ongress,  as  amended,  as  mag 
be  necessarg,  to  give  full  and  continuous  publicity  through 
the  press,  radio,  and  all  other  available  media,  so  as  to 
inform  the  peoples  of  the  participating  countries  regarding 
the  assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and  character, 
furnished  by  the  American  taxpayer:  Provided,  That  quar¬ 
terly  reports  for  the  fiscal  gear  1950  shall  be  made  to  the 
Congress  bg  the  Administrator  of  the  program,  undertaken 
pursuant  to  this  section. 
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ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece 
and  Turkey”,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947 
(61  Stat.  103),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  immediately,  (9)$5QJ >90,000  $45,000,000,  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this 
head,  shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the 
existing  limitation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1949,  on  the  amount  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  shall  continur  hi  effect;  and  the  existing; 
limitation  under  said  head  on  tlie  amount  available  for  such 
expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased  from 
“$400,000”  to  “$425,000”:  Provided,  That  said  limitations 
shall  apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State. 

(l(?)CHINESE  STUDENTS 

The  President  is  authorized  and  directed  to  allocate  to 
tlie  Secretary  of  State  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any 
unobligated  balance  of  the  amount  made  available  under 
section  12  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948 ”,  approved  April  19,  1949 
(Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress),  to  be  used,  under 
such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  prescribe, 
for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition,  subsistence,  and  return 
passage  to  China  for  selected,  citizens  of  China  to  study  in 
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accredited  colleges,  universities,  or  other  educational  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 
Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Eunctions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 
Eor  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to 
meet  the  responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States 
in  connection  with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain 
foreign  areas,  including  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere  and,  subject  to  such  authorizations 
and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  bead  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  personal  allow¬ 
ances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military 
or  civilian  personnel) ,  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be 
required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  appropriation; 
travel  expenses  and  transportation;  services  as  authorized 
by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5  U.  S.  C. 
55a) ,  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  individuals; 
health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C. 
2672)  ;  translation  rights,  photographic  work,  educational 
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exhibits,  and  dissemination  of  information,  including  preview 
and  review  expenses  incident  thereto;  expenses  incident  to 
the  operation  of  schools  for  American  children;  printing 
and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles 
and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings,  utilities, 
facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators 
ol  foreign  areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discre¬ 
tions  (not  exceeding  amounts  authorized  or  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned)  ;  such 
minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  populations  of  such  areas 
as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease,  or  unrest, 
prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be 
essential  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation; 
( 1 1  )$925tOOO.OOO  $ 900,000,000 ,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
( 1 2)$4-5,000,009  $40,000,000  shall  be  available  for 
administrative  expenses:  Provided,  That  the  general 
provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  De¬ 
partment  from  this  appropriation:  Provided  further, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made  out¬ 
side  continental  United  States,  when  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections  355,  1136,  3648,  and 
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1  3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service  or  classifi- 

2  cation  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 

3  any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided 

4  farther ,  That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be 

5  made,  when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without 

6  regard  to  section  3709,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 

7  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of  1947  (Public 

8  Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further,  That 

9  expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of 
19  economic  rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner 

11  as  to  be  consistent  with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Eco- 

12  nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended:  Provided 
12  further,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder  and  unexpended 

14  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the  United 

15  States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 

16  may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of 

17  such  commodities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities 

18  procured  from  funds  herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for 

19  government  arid  relief  in  occupied  areas  and  not  delivered 

20  to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the  termination  of 

21  occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may  be 

22  necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and 

23  economic  stability  of  such  areas:  Provided  further,  That  be- 

24  fore  any  such  assistance  is  made  available,  an  agreement  shall 
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be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  the  recog¬ 
nized  government  or  authority  with  respect  to  such  area 
containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or  author¬ 
ity  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order 
to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in  furtherance 
of  such  purposes:  Provided  further,  That  such  agreement 
shall,  when  applicable,  include  requirements  and  under¬ 
takings  corresponding  to  the  requirements  and  undertakings 
specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Act  of 
1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December  17,  1947) 
(13):  P-r-ovkled  further,  That  service  of  an  individual 
rendered  under  this  appropriation  as  an  expert,  consultant 
adviser,  or  teehnieian  shah  not  he  considered  as  service  or 
employment  bringing  such  individual  within  the  provisions 
of  sections  2S4  or  SS3-  of  title  48y  United  States  Code,  of 
section  4-OOy  Revised  Statutes  -f§  4U  Sr  Or  OO^y  or  of 
section  4#  -fef  of  the  Contract  Settlement  Act  of  4044,  or 
of  any  other  Federal  law  imposing  restrictions,  requirements, 
or  penalties  in  relation  to  the  employment  of  persons,  the 
performance  of  services,  or  the  payment  or  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  connection  with  any  claim,  proceedings  or 
matter  involving  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  That 
funds  appropriated  hereunder  may  be  used,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con- 
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cerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United 
States  ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan 
and  the  Ryukyus  for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to, 
or  purchased  hy,  United  States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief 
agencies  registered  with  and  recommended  by  the  Advisory 
Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or  of  relief  packages 
consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  he 
prescribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned 
shall  fix  and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean 
transportation  of  all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general 
classification  of  commodities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the 
Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of  shipment  and  higher  rates 
charged  by  particular  agencies  of  transportation,  hut  this 
proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by  individuals 
to  individuals:  Provided,  further,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or 
functions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there 
shall  he  transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such 
unobligated  balances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  and  without  regard  to  the  appropriation  from 
which  procured,  such  property  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate  primarily  to  any 
function  or  functions  so  transferred;  and  any  funds  so  trans¬ 
ferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
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herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of 
the  department  or  agency  concerned  (14):  Provided  further, 
That  when  the  Department  of  the  Army,  under  the  authority 
of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C. 
1253),  furnishes  subsistence  supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  serving  in  Ger¬ 
many,  payment  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be  made 
without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  additional  charge 
required  by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  subsistence  supplies 
by  such  personnel  shall  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by 
civilian  personnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  serving  in 
German y  (15):  Provided  further,  That  when  members  of 
the  armed  forces  are  employed  primarily  for  the  purpose  of 
this  appropriation,  the  mileage  and  other  travel  allowances 
to  which  they  may  be  entitled  shall  be  paid  therefrom 
TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in 
this  Act  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any 
person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization 
of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advo¬ 
cates,  or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the 
overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  by  force 
or  violence :  Provided,  That  for  the  purposes  hereof  an 
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affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike 
against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  that  such 
person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a  member  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence:  Provided  further. 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an 
organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right 
to  strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or 
who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that 
advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the 
salary  or  wages  for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon 
conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned 
for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided  further,  That 
the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

(1  6)Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
the  Department  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  operate  the 
Morgantown  Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West  Vir- 
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ginia,  the  Ohio  Biver  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Henderson, 
Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at  San 
Jacinto,  Texas,  for  the  production  of  anhydrous  ammonia 
for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials  or 
nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied  countries 
and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Bepublic  of  South  Korea.  From 
the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the 
appropriation  for  “Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas' 
an  amount  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such 
materials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress,  and  any  other  laws  in  conflict  herewith,  are  repealed 
effective  June  30,  1949. 

Sec.  (17)202  203.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “For¬ 
eign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1950”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  26,  1949. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  August  8  (legis¬ 
lative  day,  June  2),  1949. 

Attest:  LESLIE  L.  BIEELE, 

Secretary. 
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failing  to  answer  to  my  name.  I  was 
present  and  answered  to  my  name. 

isk  unanimous  consent  that  the 
RECoiy>  and  Journal  be  corrected  in  both 
instances. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reque^of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  wasVio  objection. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  RICHARDS^  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in  two  instances,  in  each  to  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  BOYKIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial  from  the 
Mobile  Register.  \ 

Mr.  DOYLE  asked  and  was  &iven  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remark^  in  the 
Record  in  three  instances,  in  each , to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

FOREIGN  AID  BILL 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830) 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia? 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  this  ap¬ 
propriation  implements  the  policy  which 
is  drawing  the  world  into  an  economic 
and  a  war  crisis. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
demand  the  regular  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  regular  order  is : 
Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia? 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
object. 

The  SPEAKER.  Objection  is  heard. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
the  request. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanp 
mous  consent  to  address  the  House  foi 
minute  and  revise  and  extend  my/e- 
marks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlem^fl  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

VISIT  OF  PRESIDENT  QUIRfttO  AND  THE 
PACIFIC  PA] 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Spjfaker,  for  a  long 
time  it  has  been  apiMlrent  that  in  Asia, 
just  as  in  Europe,  the  free  nations  cannot 
hope  to  escape  Cojhmunist  conquest  un¬ 
less  they  make  , a  most  vigorous  collec¬ 
tive  attack  upron  their  defense  prob¬ 
lems — with  cyrir  active  support  and  as¬ 
sistance.  Tne  real  significance  of  the 
visit  of  President  Quirino — whose  pres¬ 
ence  as  our  guest  and  counsellor  today  is 
a  great  honor,  indeed — is  that  such  a 
pact  in  the  Pacific  has  at  last  been  in¬ 
augurated.  While  our  Government  the¬ 
orized  and  dawdled,  three  leaders  in  Asia 
»fho  face  the  reality,  not  the  theory  of 
^Communist  enslavement — President  El- 


pidio  Quirino,  of  the  Philippine  Republic, 
former  President  Chiang  Kai-shek  of 
China,  and  President  Syngman  Rhee,  of 
Korea — have  moved  ahead  with  decision. 

Precious  time  and  ground  have  already 
been  lost  by  our  delay.  But  I  hope  that 
we  are  at  last  sufficiently  alerted  to  the 
mortal  dangers  we  face  in  Asia;  that  we 
will  support  with  enthusiasm  and  deter¬ 
mination  their  efforts  to  develop  and 
extend  the  Pacific  Pact. 

If  we  cannot  lead,  let  us  at  least  follow 
these  three  wise  men  from  the  east. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  SADLAK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  resolution. 

Mr.  McDONOUGH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  admitting  Hawaii  and  Alaska  to 
the  Union. 

‘^HAWAII  AND  ALASKA  SHOULD  BE  AD-. 
V  MITTED  AS  STATES  OF  THE  UNION 

-.  McDONOUGH.  Mr.  Speaker,two 
of  tfiiq  most  important  bills  which  should 
pass  at  this  session  of  Congress  .are  the 
admissiap  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  as  new 
States  of  \he  Union. 

Yesterdakmy  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Larjj^de]  inserted 
in  the  Record^  poll  of  Jane  Members  of 
the  House  showing  3  to  in  favor  of  these 
bills. 

We  are  spendinjhifrllions  of  American 
dollars  to  protect jrotpign  countries  and 
doing  nothing  t p  protect  our  first  line 
of  defense  in  the  south  pacific  by  admit¬ 
ting  Hawaii  ^rid  in  the  north  Pacific  by 
admitting  ^Jhska  as  StatesNff  the  Union. 

If  Hawa#f  had  been  admitted  as  a  State 
before  tile  paralyzing  strike  itohich  has 
held  himdreds  of  thousands  of  people  in 
Hawaii  and  the  Pacific  coast  at  tHe  will 
of  ^larry  Bridges,  we  would  haveShad 
sqlhe  jurisdiction,  because  the  T^t- 
artley  bill  does  not  give  the  Preside?  ^ 
’any  authority  in  Territory  and  posses¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  insist  that  the  approval 
of  these  two  bills  is  much  more  vital  and 
important  than  many  fully  realize  and 
that  they  should  be  approved  before  we 
adjourn  this  session  of  Congress. 
PREMIUM  PAYMENTS  IN  THE  PURCHASE 
OF  GOVERNMENT  OIL 

Mr.  ENGLE  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  1647) 
to  eliminate  premium  payments  in  the 
purchase  of  Government  royalty  oil  un¬ 
der  existing  contracts  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  act  of  July  13,  1946  (60 
Stat.  533) ,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  House  amendment,  and  ask 
for  a  conference. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Engle! .  [After  a  pause.] 
The  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints  the 
following  conferees:  Mr.  Engle  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Mr.  Regan,  and  Mr.  Barrett  of 
Wyoming. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  On  page  A-50^3 
and  5344,  there  appears  in  the  Appendix 
of  the  Record  a  purported  polGwhich 
shows  me  voting  against  Alaskalf  state¬ 
hood.  Jr 

I  wish  to  state  that  I  havamever  par¬ 
ticipated  in  such  a  poll  or/cast  such  a 
vote.  / 

I  ask  that  the  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly.  J 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  Record  will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

SPECIAL  ORDER 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  is  recognized 
for  10  mfnutes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  back  my  time. 

REFORT  FROM  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  may  have  until  midnight  tonight 
to  file  a  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to  Mr.  Dague  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Graham),  for  Wednesday 
to  Saturday,  inclusive,  on  account  of 
important  public  business. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  no  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names: 

[Roll  No.  169] 

Arends 

Douglas 

Mason 

Bentsen 

Eaton 

Morrison 

Bland 

Fallon 

Norton 

Bolton.  Ohio 

Fellows 

Patman 

BrSen, 

Flood 

Patten 

Bui  winkle 

Garmatz 

Pfeifer, 

Burleson 

Gilmer 

Joseph,  L. 

Cavalcstete 

Gordon 

Plumley 

Celler  \ 

Gregory 

Powell 

Chatham  \ 

Hart 

St.  George 

Chiperfield\ 

Hinshaw 

Smith,  Ohio 

Christopher  \ 

Johnson 

Staggers 

Clevenger 

\Jonas 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Dague 

teearney 

Vinson 

Davies.  N.  Y. 

itennedy 

Welch,  Calif. 

Dingell 

McGregor 

Wler 

Dolllver, 

McKtonon 

Woodhouse 

The  SPEAKER.  V)n  this  roll  call  381 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  conseht,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
■  wifrh.  '  ■i"1""1  ■■■■  v  ■  '  '  " 

FOREIGN  AID  BILL 

Mr.  LYLE,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  320,  Rept.  No.  1241), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  ap- 
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propriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  the  Senate  amendments  thereto 
be,  and  the  same  Is  hereby,  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  to  the  end  that  the  Senate 
amendments  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  dis¬ 
agreed  to  and  that  the  conference  requested 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  be,  and  the  same  Is  hereby, 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  320  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  the  Senate  amendments  thereto 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  to  the  end  that  the  Senate 
amendments  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  dis¬ 
agreed  to  and  that  the  conference  requested 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  be,  and  the  same  is,  hereby 
agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is,  Will 
the  House  now  consider  the  resolution? 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Marcantonio) 
there  were — ayes  298,  noes  4. 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  House  agreed  to  consider 
the  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Lyle]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  months  ago 
the  House  passed  by  an  overwhelming 
majority  a  bill  providing  funds  for  the 
European  recovery  program.  Recently 
the  Senate  acted  upon  that  measure, 
amending  the  House  bill.  It  there¬ 
fore  becomes  necessary  for  one  of  the 
bodies  to  recede  or  for  the  bill  to  go  to 
conference. 

The  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  House  recommended 
that  the  differences  in  the  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  conference.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  resolution. 

I  am  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  will 
be  limited  opposition.  I  now  yield  30 
mintes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Herter], 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  so  far  as 
I  know,  there  is  no  objection  on  this  side 
whatsoever  to  the  adoption  of  this  reso¬ 
lution.  It  merely  carries  out  the  orderly 
procedure. 

I  understand,  however,  there  is  some 
objection  to  the  bill  generally,  and  I  now 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Marcantonio], 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  appropriation  implements  the  policy 
which  this  Congress  has  adopted,  a  pol¬ 
icy  which  is  devastating  to  world  peace 
and  to  the  economic  well-being  of  Amer¬ 
icans.  It  seems  to  me  the  speed  with 
which  it  is  being  imposed  upon  the  coun¬ 
try  is  inordinate  and  not  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  American  people.  That  is 
why  I  have  exercised  by  right  to  act, 
under  the  rules  of  the  House,  in  what  is 
obviously  a  vain  effort  to  slow  up  the 
process  which  is  having  a  disastrous  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  peace  of  the  world  and  a  most 
ruinous  effect  on  the  economy  of  Europe 
and  on  the  economy  of  the  United  States. 

This  Marshall  plan  has  been  in  exi¬ 


stence  for  over  a  year,  and  despite  the 
promises  that  were  made,  we  find  that 
the  European  countries  are  today  being 
squeezed  dry — squeezed  as  a  result  of  the 
monopoly  economy  imposed  upon  those 
countries  through  this  so-called  Marshall 
plan. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  repeat 
what  is  happening  in  England.  Even 
our  press  has  to  report  the  crisis  there. 
Prance  has  become  a  quasi-economic 
colony  of  Wall  Street,  and  Italy  has  be¬ 
come  definitely  a  colony  of  this  type  of 
exploitation  by  Wall  Street  imperialism. 
As  a  result  Europe  today  is  in  an  economic 
quicksand,  and  the  impact  of  that  eco¬ 
nomic  crisis  is  now  beginning  to  be  felt 
in  America;  unemployment  is  gaining  in 
every  major  city  of  this  country. 

This  plan  has  failed.  We  followed  this 
failure  with  the  Atlantic  pact.  Now,  we 
follow  with  arms.  Next  it  will  be  men. 
Thus  out  of  this  tragic  policy  we  bypass 
and  weaken  the  United  Nations,  the  last 
hope  for  world  peace. 

When  we  try  to  do  something  here  for 
the  average  American  we  witness  delay 
after  delay.  We  permitted  the  unem¬ 
ployment  provisions  of  the  GI  bill  of 
rights,  known  as  52-20,  to  expire  on 
July  25.  You  still  do  nothing  to  protect 
the  unemployed  veteran.  But  to  put 
over  this  program  of  empire  and  war  we 
get  a  rule  from  the  Committee  on  Rules 
with  unprecedented  speed;  it  is  brought 
here,  and  two-thirds  of  the  Membership 
support  the  action,  and  undoubtedly  a 
majority  of  the  House  will  pass  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

Let  me  point  out  however  that  though 
I  am  in  a  minority  here,  a  small  minori¬ 
ty,  events  have  proven  that  this  kind  of 
imperialist  war  policy,  this  policy  of  em¬ 
pire  abroad  means  only  reaction  at 
home.  You  cannot  have  a  policy  of  em¬ 
pire  abroad  and  at  the  same  time  pro¬ 
gress  at  home;  a  policy  of  empire  negates 
progress  at  home.  That  explains  why 
this  Congress  which  was  elected  on  a 
program  of  great  promises  has  been  a 
Congress  that  has  failed  to  repeal  Taft- 
Hartley,  has  been  a  Congress  which  has 
turned  its  back  completely  on  the  civil- 
rights  program,  has  been  a  Congress 
which  has  passed  a  most  inadequate 
housing  bill,  doling  out  housing  with  an 
eyedropper.  That  is  why  this  Congress 
has  passed  a  spurious  rent-control  bill 
which  is  causing  30,  40,  and  50  percent 
rent  increases  in  every  city  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  That  is  why  this  Congress  is  now 
considering  the  minimum-wage  law 
which  in  return  for  a  mere  crumb  sur¬ 
renders  millions  of  workers  to  the  tender 
mercies  of  selfish  interests.  That  is  why 
this  Congress  has  appropriated  more 
than  50  percent  of  our  budget  for  war. 
That  is  why  this  Congress  is  following 
the  path  of  retrogression;  it  is  the  in¬ 
exorable  outcome  of  a  war  policy  which 
is  reactionary  and  dictated  by  the  mo¬ 
nopoly  interests  of  this  country. 

As  for  me,  I  shall  do  everything  I  can 
to  stop  it.  I  know  I  will  not  today  suc¬ 
ceed  in  this  effort,  but  I  do  know  that 
the  day  is  not  far  off  when  back  in  your 
districts  despite  the  tons  of  propaganda 
in  the  press  and  over  the  radio,  despite 
the  anti-Communist  hysteria  by  which 
these  appropriations  are  passed,  that 
despite  the  fear,  the  fear  which  the  ad¬ 


vocates  of  this  policy  have  imposed  on 
the  American  people  from  the  early 
morning  hours  until  the  night  through 
the  controlled  press  and  by  the  controlled 
radio,  despite  the  suppression 'of  civil  lib¬ 
erties,  despite  the  fact  that  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  administration  is  putting  over  this 
war  program  on  the  American  people  un¬ 
der  the  dishonest  guise  of  security  and 
dishonestly  selling  it  as  a  peace  program, 
your  people  will  refuse  to  supinely  sub¬ 
mit  to  this  insane  program  of  war  and 
empire.  The  impact  of  the  economic 
crisis  that  this  program  has  caused  in 
Europe  is  now  being  felt  every  day  in 
the  United  States  and  it  is  causing  eco¬ 
nomic  havoc.  As  a  result  the  burden  of 
this  policy  of  war  and  empire  is  falling 
heavily  on  your  constituents  and  you 
will  hear  from  them. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Rich]._ 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  present 
conditions  it  takes  a  lot  of  nerve  and 
a  lot  of  intestinal  fortitude  to  get  up  and 
speak  against  the  bill  when  so  many 
Members  have  made  up  their  minds  in¬ 
dividually  and  collectively  that  they  are 
for  giving  $6,500,000,000  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  I  am  for  aid¬ 
ing  and  assisting  people  who  are  starv¬ 
ing  to  death  and  people  who  need  some¬ 
thing  to  sustain  life,  but  I  am  not  for  the 
program  that  has  been  conducted  by  the 
ECA  in  its  squandering  of  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  influenced  by  its  State  Depart¬ 
ment  has  been  willing  to  extend  to  those 
people.  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  most 
extravagant  pieces  of  work  that  was 
ever  adopted  by  any  country  in  the  entire 
history  of  the  world.  No  one  ever 
thought  of  doing  such  a  thing  as  we  are 
doing  through  the  State  Department  and 
the  ECA.  The  $6,700,000,000  involved 
here  means  $45  to  $50  for  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  in  America. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  you  are  going 
to  have  to  give  an  accounting  to  the 
American  people  some  day  for  the  way 
you  are  squandering  money  and  for  put¬ 
ting  our  country  in  a  very  desperate 
situation.  I  am  not  going  to  be  one  who 
will  wreck  America.  But  it  is  going  to 
be  wrecked  if  you  follow  the  program 
this  administration  has  adopted.  You 
cannot  go  on  with  it  indefinitely.  Any 
of  you  who  think  you  can,  just  give  an 
accounting  to  your  people  very  shortly 
because  they  are  going  to  ask  you  for 
it.  As  for  myself,  I  am  not  going  along 
with  it. 

The  President  came  down  here  and 
asked  you  not  only  for  this  money  but 
for  an  additional  $1,500,000,000  to  arm 
certain  countries  over  there.  And  yet 
you  talk  about  peace.  Why,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Marcantonio] 
is  right  when  he  says  you  are  not  going 
to  have  peace  by  arming  all  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world.  I  never  heard  of  any 
such  ridiculous  idea  so  far  as  trying  to 
get  peace  is  concerned.  If  you  want 
peace,  get  it  by  making  friends.  But  what 
are  you  doing?  You  are  arming  all  of 
those  governments.  Do  you  trust  them 
after  you  get  them  armed?  I  believe  that 
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those  arms  may  be  used  against  the 
American  people,  and  I  am  more  afraid 
they  will  be  used  against  America  than 
against  any  other  country  in  the  world. 

What  was  done  about  China?  Look  at 
the  paper  that  the  State  Department 
brought  out  the  other  day.  It  ought  to 
make  you  tremble,  it  ought  to  make  ycu 
shudder.  Two  billion  dollars  have  been 
wasted  over  there,  and  the  way  it  has 
been  wasted.  They  should  have  known 
and  told  you  a  long  time  ago,  long  before 
you  spent  the  $50,000,000,  the  $80,000,000, 
the  $150,000,000.  No.  You  were  like  lit¬ 
tle  boys  coming  up  to  the  trough.  You 
do  what  the  administration  tells  you  to 
do.  You  asked  for  a  report  months  ago 
but  they  refused  to  give  it  to  you.  They 
sent  it  up  here  the  other  day.  It  is  rot¬ 
ten.  Yet  you  are  still  willing  to  give 
away  more  money. 

If  you  want  to  save  money,  you  should 
get  down  on  your  knees  and  ask  God  for 
a  little  direction  here.  You  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  get  peace  by  trying  to  arm  every¬ 
body  over  there.  You  are  going  to  squan¬ 
der  the  money  of  this  country  until  we 
will  not  be  able  to  carry  on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not  get  up  here  to 
give  a  lecture.  But  you  are  putting  out 
money  so  fast  that  in  the  Capital  Build¬ 
ing  you  are  shoveling  it  out  of  all  of  the 
windows.  You  could  not  spend  it  fast 
enough,  so  you  have  men  over  there  tak¬ 
ing  the  top  off  the  Capitol  in  order  to 
give  it  away  faster  until  there  will  not 
be  anything  left. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  shame  that  we  are 
doing  the  things  we  are  doing.  You 
ought  to  stop,  think,  look,  and  listen  be¬ 
fore  we  go  any  further. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  min¬ 
utes  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Roosevelt], 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  lived  to  see  something  which  I  had 
heard  about  but  had  never  hoped  to  ac¬ 
tually  see — the  forces  for  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich] 
speaks  and  the  forces  for  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Marcan- 
tonio]  speaks,  both  spouting  the  same 
line  in  the  Halls  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States. 

I  am  appalled  that  any  patriotic  Amer¬ 
ican  should  get  up  here  and  tell  us  that 
we  are  being  imperialistic  through  the 
ECA.  I  heard  that  line  used  by  a  candi¬ 
date  of  the  American  Labor  Party  against 
me  only  2V2  months  ago.  I  want  to  as¬ 
sure  the  Members  of  this  House  that  the 
people  of  America  are  not  falling  for  that 
line,  because  the  candidate  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Labor  Party  ran  a  very  poor  fourth. 
The  people  of  America  are  against  im¬ 
perialism  in  any  form  but  they  believe  in 
helping  other  freedom-loving  peoples  to 
remain  free. 

Yes,  there  is  imperialism  in  the  world 
today,  but  it  is  not  American  imperialism. 
It  comes  from  the  East.  It  is  a  most 
subtle  type  of  imperialism,  using  all  the 
Communist  tactics  of  infiltration  to  per¬ 
mit  a  vicious  minority  to  dominate  and 
to  thwart  the  will  of  the  majority.  I 
have  learned  those  tactics  and  I  have  wit¬ 
nessed  those  tactics  of  infiltration  in 
various  organizations  in  this  country, 
and  it  is  an  easy  thing  for  me  now  to 
recognize  those  same  tactics  when  they 


are  applied  either  in  Berlin  or  Czecho¬ 
slovakia  or  China.  They  are  the  same; 
imperialism  by  infiltration.  We  have 
seen  that  imperialism  spread  across 
eastern  Europe;  we  have  seen  the  for¬ 
feiture,  as  the  result  of  that  imperialism, 
of  all  the  fredoms  of  those  people.  Where 
is  freedom  of  speech  in  Russia  today? 
And,  from  Russia  to  Czechoslovakia 
where  is  their  freedom  of  worship? 

No,  my  friends,  this  ECA  program  is 
not  imperialism;  it  is  not  militarism. 
I  quote  a  simple  fact  from  Pravda  about 
3  months  ago,  that  the  Russian  budget 
calls  for  an  expenditure  for  their  army 
and  their  air  force  and  their  navy  of 
almost  30  percent  of  the  total  Russian 
budget.  And,  remember  that  the  Rus¬ 
sian  budget  is  equivalent  to  the  total 
national  income.  It  is  not  as  our  budget, 
limited  to  Government  services.  The 
Russian  economy  is  spending  almost  30 
percent  of  their  total  national  income  on 
their  militarism. 

The  small-arms  aid,  without  going  into 
the  details  of  that  program,  that  we  are 
offering  to  the  members  of  the  Atlantic 
Pact  nations,  is  to  help  them  defend 
themselves  against  this  very  militarism 
in  the  East.  Let  us  place  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  world  tension  where  it  belongs. 
Let  us  cut  aside  all  the  beautiful  red 
tape  that  they  are  trying  to  throw  around 
these  very  simple  and  very  humane  pro¬ 
grams.  Let  us  in  America  realize  and 
let  us  proclaim  to  the  world,  in  contra¬ 
diction  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  MarcantonioI,  that  the  purpose  be¬ 
hind  the  United  States  policy  of  help¬ 
ing  those  people  in  the  world  who  want 
to  help  themselves  to  remain  free  from 
Communist  imperialism,  is  a  most 
friendly  and  unselfish  purpose;  the  most 
humane  that  any  country  has  ever  held 
out  to  sister  nations  in  the  history  of 
the  world. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  HERTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman], 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  ad¬ 
dressed  the  House.  His  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

Mr.  MARC  ANTONIO .  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  which  I  send  to  the  Clerk’s  desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Mr.  Cannon  moves  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  bill  H.  R.  4830  be  Instructed  to  Insist 
upon  disagreement  to  Senate  amendment 
No.  1. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
amendment  is  an  attempt  to  reinstate 


the  old  watchdog  committee  which  was 
abrogated  in  the  legislative  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  last  month. 

I  offer  this  motion  for  two  reasons: 
In  the  first  place,  because  the  Congress 
has  already  decisively  passed  upon  it  and 
emphatically  rejected  it,  and  second,  be¬ 
cause  it  will  save  $344,000  which  would 
otherwise  be  wasted  and  will  expedite  the 
passage  of  this  bill. 

The  Senate  amendment  is  practically 
identical  with  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vorys] 
in  the  consideration  of  the  legislative  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  on  June  9.  The  only  dif¬ 
ference  is  that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Vorys]  on  that  occasion  asked  for 
$244,000  whereas  the  Senate  now  requests 
$344.000 — $100,000  more — which  makes 
it  all  the  more  objectionable. 

When  offered  in  the  House  on  June  9, 
the  amendment  was  rejected  by  a  3  to  1 
vote.  The  Senate  accepted  the  judgment 
of  the  House  and  all  provision  for  the 
so-called  watchdog  committee  was  elim¬ 
inated. 

We  had  every  reason  to  suppose  the 
issue  was  definitely  disposed  of.  It  is  res 
judicata.  And  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  should  not  be  required  to 
churn  over  all  this  obsolete  material 
again  in  conference  or  on  the  floor.  It 
should  be  disposed  of -  once  and  for  all 
without  being  sent  again  to  conference. 

Suffice  to  say  that  the  committee  has 
thoroughly  studied  the  subject  and  we 
can  say  authoritatively  that  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  has  never  saved  a  single 
dime  that  would  not  have  been  saved  had 
the  committee  never  been  in  existence. 
Every  dollar  spent  by  the  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee,  and  on  the  watchdog  commit¬ 
tee,  has  been  thrown  away.  And  in  times 
like  these,  in  which  expenditures  are 
running  from  one  and  a  half  billion  to 
two  billion  dollars  behind  revenues,  we 
cannot  afford  even  this  mild  extrava¬ 
gance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber], 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
involves  approximately  $5,000,000,000. 

Amendment  No.  1  adds  $344,000  for  the 
so-called  “watchdog  committee.” 

Amendment  No.  3  increases  the 
amount  appropriated  for  the  ECA  by 
$59,910,000. 

Amendment  No.  4  reduces  the  amount 
that  may  be  spent  for  confidential  ex¬ 
penditures  from  $500,000  to  $200,000. 

Amendment  No.  5  provides  that  $25,000 
shall  be  available  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  115  (f )  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act.  I  cannot  tell  you  what 
that  is.  I  will  have  to  check  it. 

Amendment  No.  6  wipes  out  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  President  to  spend  all  the 
money  by  the  15th  of  May. 

Amendment  No.  7  provides  for  the 
loaning  by  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
$150,000,000. 

Amendment  No.  8  relates  to  the  local 
currencies  that  come  to  our  control  as 
the  result  of  the  sending  of  these  things 
over  there. 

Amendment  No.  9  reduces  the  amount 
for  Greece  and  Turkey  from  $50,000,000 
to  $45,000,000. 

Amendment  No.  10  provides  $4,000,000 
for  the  Chinese  students  in  this  country. 
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Amendment  No.  11  reduces  the  amount 
of  funds  for  the  Army  in  occupied  ter¬ 
ritory  from  $925,000,000  to  $900,000,000 
and  reduces  the  administrative  expenses. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Am  I  correct  in  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  matter  that  is  now 
pending  before  the  House  is  a  motion  on 
the  part  of  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  that  the  conferees 
be  instructed  to  resist  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  which  provides  funds  for  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  “watchdog  committee” 
that  is  set  up  to  watch  the  expenditure 
of  funds  under  ECA? 

Mr.  TABER.  That  is  right.  It  is  the 
only  chance  the  Congress  has  to  know 
what  is  going  on  in  this  operation. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  The  question  we  will  be 
called  upon  to  vote  on  in  just  a  moment 
is  whether  or  not  we  want  to  continue 
the  operations  of  the  “watchdog  com¬ 
mittee,”  which  has  been  created  by  an 
amendment  introduced  by  the  other  body 
and  for  which  funds  were  provided.  Is 
that  not  the  situation? 

Mr.  TABER.  Yes;  that  is  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  advise  the  House  of  the  necessity 
for  continuing  the  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee.” 

Mr.  TABER.  I  wanted  the  House  to 
have  a  picture  of  the  $5,000,000,000 
which  needs  to  be  watched,  and  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  which  is  so  very  important 
to  be  done  properly  and  effectively. 

The  “watchdog  committee”  has  done 
very  considerable,  effective  work,  espe¬ 
cially  in  connection  with  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  those  plants  in  Germany  which 
were  so  badly  needed  to  restore  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  Germany  so  that  we  could  get  to 
the  point  where  some  day  we  might  be 
able  to  have  these  people  self-supporting 
so  that  we  could  get  out  of  Germany. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  When  this  bill  passed 
the  House,  much  as  I  have  disagreed 
with  certain  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  I  thought  they  were 
dead  right  in  insisting  on  having  this 
“watchdog  committee,”  because  the 
amount  of  money  necessary  to  conduct 
the  work  of  the  “watchdog  committee” 
is  an  infinitesimal  part  of  the  billions  of 
dollars  that  have  to  be  expended.  I  hope 
the  House  will  agree  with  the  Senate 
conferees. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber]  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
two  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Will  the  gentleman 
please  advise  the  House  as  to  how  they 
should  vote  on  this  matter  in  the'  event 
that  the  Members  want  to  vote  to  keep 
this  watch-dog  committee? 

Mr.  TABER.  Members  should  vote 
“no”  if  they  want  to  have  any  control 
by  the  Congress  over  this  operation,  or 
if  they  want  to  have  any  reports  on  this 
operation. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Roosevelt]  saw  fit 
to  point  out  that  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  and  I  spoke  against  the 
resolution  which  was  just  adopted. 
However,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
failed  to  point  out  that  he  joined  with 
the  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Rankin]  and  other  enemies  of  civil  rights 
in  voting  against  my  antidiscrimination 
amendment  to  the  housing  bill. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  the 
House  will  refuse  to  instruct  its  confer¬ 
ees  to  disagree  with  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate.  It  may  be  that  they  have 
asked  for  too  much  money,  but  they 
should  vote  “no”  on  this  motion. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Wigglesworth]  . 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
feel  that  we  should  have  a  “watchdog 
committee”  which  calls  for  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  an  infinitesimal  part  of  the  total 
amount  to  be  expended  under  this  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  my 
opinion  there  could  be  no  better  example 
of  false  economy  than  to  wipe  out  this 
“watchdog  committee”  at  this  time. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  all  know  that  the  ECA  has  a  tremen¬ 
dous  program,  calling  for  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  billions  of  dollars.  It  operates 
in  16  separate  nations  and  the  closest 
possible  supervision,  in  my  judgment, 
is  highly  desirable. 

I  hold  in  my  hand,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  work  that  the  “watchdog 
committee”  staff  has  done.  It  is  8  or  9 
pages  of  single-space  typewriting.  It 
shows,  among  other  things,  activities 
leading  to  the  recovery  of  several  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  several  instances,  the  re¬ 
covery  far  exceeding  the  $262,000  which 
was  appropriated  for  the  staff  to  func¬ 
tion  with. 

I  also  have  samples  here,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  studies  made  by  the  “watchdog  com¬ 
mittee.”  Here  is  one  entitled  “Report  on 
Progress  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Administration.”  It  is  152  pages  long. 
It  is  filled  with  statistics  and  table  of  all 
kinds,  invaluable  to  anyone  wishing  to 
keep  abreast  of  the  ECA  problem. 

Here  is  another  study.  It  is  56  pages 
long,  and  is  entitled  “ECA  and  Strategic 
Materials.” 

Here  is  a  29-page  study  entitled  “Ship¬ 
ping  Problems  in  the  ECA  Program.” 

Here  is  another  study  entitled  “Ma¬ 
rine  Insurance  in  the  ECA  Program.” 

Here  is  another  entitled  “Wool  Pro¬ 
curement  by  ECA.” 

And  another  entitled,  “The  Food  Sit¬ 
uation  in  Europe  in  the  Fall  of  1948.” 

And  another  entitled  “German  Repa¬ 
rations.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  samples  of  the 
studies  and  reports  which  the  “watch¬ 
dog  committee”  has  made  since  its  crea¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 


Mr.  JENNINGS.  These  unbonded  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  this  country,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  are  spending  in  16  nations  more 
than  $5,000,000,000.  How  much  do  we 
propose  to  spend  in  seeing  that  they 
properly  expend  this  money? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  We  pro¬ 
vided  $262,000  for  the  past  fiscal  year, 
and  the  request  here  is  for  $344,000. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  In  other  words,  that 
$344,000,  or  about  seven  one-thousandths 
of  1  percent  of  $5,000,000,000,  is  all  we 
propose  to  spend  to  safeguard  and  to 
undertake  to  guarantee  the  honest  and 
faithful  expenditure  of  that  huge  sum? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  And  com¬ 
mittee  activities  have  already  saved  sev¬ 
eral  million  dollars  or  several  times  the 
amount  of  money  appropriated  for  them 
to  operate  on. 

I  think  this  motion  should  be  defeated. 
I  think  the  bill  should  be  allowed  to  go 
to  conference  and  let  the  amount  to  be 
made  available  for  this  purpose  be 
worked  out  in  conference. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  is  seven  one- 
thousandths  of  1  percent  that  we  are 
going  to  expend  to  watch  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  that  unprecedented  sum,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  think  the 
gentleman  is  correct. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield  to  my 
collegaue  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  would  tell  the  House 
just  what  the  witnesses  for  the  watch¬ 
dog  committee  told  the  ECA  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  when  they  appeared  as 
witnesses  before  the  committee.  Was 
the  gentleman  impressed  particularly 
with  the  testimony  given  to  us? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  have  been 
impressed  by  the  studies  they  have  made, 
which  I  have  tried  to  call  attention  to  in 
the  course  of  the  brief  time  at  my  dis¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  YATES.  Will  not  the  gentleman 
agree  that  there  was  no  testimony  of  any 
value  whatsoever  offered  by  these  wit¬ 
nesses  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  rise  to 
express  the  hope  that  sometime  before 
we  are  through  with  this  bill  an  ade¬ 
quate  opportunity  may  be  provided  to 
find  out  what  is  in  it  and  to  discuss  it. 
We  have  discussed  this  afternoon  wheth¬ 
er  the  gentleman  from  New  York  agrees 
with  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania, 
but  only  two  people  have  discussed  what 
is  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  The  con¬ 
ference  report  will,  of  course,  be  con¬ 
sidered  subsequently.  I  hope  the  House 
will  vote  “no”  on  the  pending  motion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Priest).  The  time  of  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  yield  for  a 
parliamentary  inquiry? 
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Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PULTON.  I  have  asked  in  regard 
to  time  on  this  particular  motion  and 
find  that  there  is  only  time  for  those  for 
the  motion.  No  one  has  time  against  it. 
Both  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Phillips]  and  I  would  like  to  know  who 
has  the  time  against  it. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  answer  the  gentleman’s  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Cannon]  is  entitled  to  1  hour  on  his  mo¬ 
tion,  and  he  may  yield  time  as  he  so 
desires. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Who  is  in  charge  of  the 
time  against  the  motion? 

Mr.  CANNON.  No  one  has  been  heard 
so  far  except  those  opposed  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  was  told  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  there  was  no  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  [Mr.  Vorys]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  “watch¬ 
dog  committee”  is  a  committee  estab¬ 
lished  not  by  House  resolution  but  by 
law.  When  that  law  was  reviewed  and 
extended  there  was  not  even  an  attempt 
to  change  the  “watchdog  committee.” 
What  is  being  attempted  here  is  to  re¬ 
peal  a  law  by  denying  funds  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  which  must  have  funds  to  do  its 
work,  work  which  is  enjoined  upon  it 
by  law.  I  urge  the  House  to  vote  “no” 
on  this  proposal.  I  happen  to  be  a 
member  of  this  much-abused  “watch¬ 
dog  committee.”  It  attempts  to  do  its 
work  without  publicity  and  fanfare. 
Perhaps  that  is  a  mistake.  It  makes  its 
criticism  to  the  ECA  officials  in  a  quiet 
way  in  the  hope  of  establishing  better 
procedure;  it  furnishes  reports  to  four 
committees,  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  House,  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  of  the  Senate,  and  the  two 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  gentleman  stated  that  the  sub- 
mittee  felt  that  the  reports  were  of  no 
value.  Let  me  remind  the  House  that 
the  full  Committee  on  Appropriations  of 
this  House  did  not  choose  to  follow  its 
subcommittee  but  made  cuts  in  the  ECA 
appropriations  far  below  those  which 
were  recommended  by  the  administration 
and  the  subcommittee. 

We  have  this  curious  situation,  where 
this  bipartisan  committee  set  up  with  a 
bipartisan  vote  in  an  effort  that  was  a 
bipartisan  effort  and  is  being  continued 
that  way,  yet  the  attempt  to  destroy  it 
is  coming  purely  as  a  partisan  effort. 
We  have  the  Democratic  leadership  here 
on  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  op¬ 
posing  it.  Over  in  another  body  the 
Democratic  floor  leader  led  the  fight  to 
attempt  to  emasculate  and  destroy  this 
committee  so  there  would  be  no  inde¬ 
pendent  body  looking  in  upon  this  vast 
expenditure  of  funds;  and  that  partisan 
attempt  was  mowed  down  in  the  other 
body  by  bipartisan  votes.  I  hope  this 
is  not  the  end  of  the  bipartisan  approach 
to  our  vast  and  increasing  foreign  prob¬ 
lem;  I  hope  this  is  not  the  start  of  the 
things  that  we  are  to  see  from  now  on. 
I  hope  that  this  committee  will  not  have 
its  usefulness  destroyed  and  be  unable 
to  do  anything  because  of  Democratic 


votes.  You  have  the  votes  to  do  this.  It 
would  be  a  bad  thing  to  go  out  to  this 
country  at  a  time  when  some  of  us  are 
striving  so  hard  to  attempt  to  reach  some 
sort  of  united,  bipartisan  agreement  on 
some  of  the  dreadful  problems  that  face 
us,  that  this  committee  spending  an  in¬ 
finitesimal  amount  of  money,  the  only 
independent  agency  to  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  was  destroyed  by  a  partisan  at¬ 
tempt  here  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  am 
trying  to  get  information  about  two 
points  in  the  bill.  Can  the  gentleman 
tell  me  whether  item  No.  A  in  the  bill  has 
any  relationship  to  the  Revaluation  Con¬ 
ference  to  be  held  in  Washington  in  Sep¬ 
tember  which  I  think  will  have  a  very 
far-reaching  effect  upon  the  money  of 
the  United  States? 

Mn  TABER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  to  me  I  can  answer  that  it  does  not. 

Mr.  VORYS.  The  only  thing  before 
us  right  now  is  this  one  question  of  de¬ 
stroying  by  partisan  effort  this  biparti¬ 
san  creation  to  investigate  and  report 
to  the  Congress  on  the  Marshall  plan. 
I  beg  you  to  vote  “no.” 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  the  statement  he  has 
made. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Gary]. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  like 
all  other  efforts  to  obtain  economy. 
Here  we  have  a  committee  appointed  by 
the  last  Congress  which  spent  $262,000 
last  year.  Of  course,  that  is  small  money 
compared  with  a  great  many  appropria¬ 
tions  we  make.  But  they  come  back  this 
year  asking  for  $344,000.  For  what?  As 
a  “watchdog  committee”  to  watch  one  of 
the  most  efficient  administrations  in  the 
entire  Government. 

Something  has  been  said  about  a  non¬ 
partisan  approach  to  this  matter.  Let 
me  remind  you  that  the  head  of  the  ECA 
is  a  Republican,  but  I  still  think  he  is 
one  of  the  most  able  Administrators  in 
this  Nation.  I  certainly  do  not  think  he 
needs  any  “watchdog  committee”  to  tell 
him  what  he  should  do;  therefore,  I  do 
not  think  that  the  Congress  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  should  spend  $344,000  to  pro¬ 
vide  such  a  committee. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Does  the  gentleman  feel 
that  this  small,  infinitesimal  amount  to 
guard  the  expenditure  of  some  $5,500,- 
000,000  is  unreasonable? 

Mr.  GARY.  Does  the  gentleman  think 
we  ought  to  have  a  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee”  to  watch  over  the  expenditures  of 
the  armed  services  which  spend  $18,000,- 
000,000  annually? 

Mr.  SHORT.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  GARY.  Does  the  gentleman  feel 
we  should  have  a  “watchdog  committee” 
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for  each  department  of  the  Government 
spending  billions  of  dollars? 

Mr.  SHORT.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  may  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  I  do  not  agree  with  him. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Well,  I  have  expressed 
my  opinion. 

Mr.  GARY.  If  we  do  not  have  capable 
and  honest  Administrators,  then  we 
ought  to  get  rid  of  them  rather  than 
watch  them. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  we  follow  the 
reasoning  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri,  we  might  just  as  well  abolish  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  GARY.  Exactly,  and  turn  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Government  over  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  the  Con¬ 
gress  long  ago  when  it  set  up  an  agency 
responsible  to  the  Congress  under  the 
Budget  and  Accounting  Act  set  up  a 
watchdog  administration  to  watch  all  de¬ 
partments  of  Government  and  provided 
that  the  Comptroller  General  should  be 
there  for  but  a  single  term  of  15  years 
as  the  representative  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States;  so  that  all  agencies 
of  Government  are  under  the  supervision 
and  surveillance  of  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  GARY.  So  is  the  ECA.  There¬ 
fore,  why  have  another  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee  for  it? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Is  it  not  true  that 
under  the  Congressional  Reorganization 
Act  every  legislative  committee  is  re¬ 
sponsible  to  watch  the  agencies  for  which 
it  authorizes  the  expenditure  of  money? 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  ECA  we  have  one 
of  the  most  efficient  administrations  in 
the  Government.  They  have  some  of  the 
best  technically  trained  men,  and  I  say 
to  you  that  we  asked  the  representatives 
of  the  “watchdog  committee”  to  appear 
before  us  when  we  considered  these  ap¬ 
propriations  and  we  got  no  information 
worthwhile  from  the  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee.”  Whereas,  the  staff  of  the  ECA  fur¬ 
nished  all  of  the  information  that  we 
wanted.  They  had  it  at  hand  at  all 
times  and  showed  far  greater  familiarity 
with  the  foreign  situation  than  did  the 
watchdog  committee.  I  ask  you,  why 
appropriate  $344,000  to  check  on  men 
who  are  better  prepared  to  do  this  job 
than  the  men  who  are  doing  the  check¬ 
ing? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  .frcw*»,  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Fulton]. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  may  I  respectfully  disagree  with 
my  good  friend  and  colleague  the  gen- 
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tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vorys]  that  this 
is  a  partisan  matter.  It  is  not  a  par¬ 
tisan  matter.  And  I,  too,  have  been  a 
member  of  the  watchdog  committee, 
so-called. 

I  am  against  the  continuation  of  this 
extra  committee  because  I  think  that  it 
is  an  unnecessary  expense.  In  the  first 
place,  under  the  Reorganization  Act,  full 
and  complete  powers  are  given  to  the 
legislative  committees. 

I  would  like  to  ask  my  good  friend  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber] 
what  is  wrong  with  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations?  Are  they  not  “watch- 
doging”  the  Treasury?  It  will  be  a  sud¬ 
den  and  a  bad  shock  to  me  if  I  find  that 
my  good  friend  John  is  not  watching.  I 
have  thought  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  were  doing  a  fine  close  job  of 
checking  expenditures. 

Mr.  TABER.  You  cannot  watch  an 
operation  like  that  with  the  force  that 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  has. 

Mr.  PULTON.  Then,  instead  of  by¬ 
passing  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
I  would  very  much  like  to  implement  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  to  make  it  effective,  because  yours 
is  a  statement  that  your  Committee  on 
Appropriations  is  being  hamstrung  by  a 
lack  of  sufficient  personnel. 

One  of  the  basic  troubles  of  the  so- 
called  “watchdog  committee”  is  this:  It 
is  a  committee  adrift.  It  is  not  under 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs;  it  is 
not  under  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  of  the  Senate.  It  is  not  under 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  nor  under  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Senate. 

How  many  Members  of  Congress  here 
have  read  any  one  of  those  reports  which 
have  been  mentioned?  I  keep  up  with 
most  of  the  reports  coming  to  our  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  not  read  all  of  the  re¬ 
ports,  but  in  one  of  those  reports  of  the 
watchdog  committee  which  I  read,  I 
found  that  there  was  a  a  list  of  commit¬ 
tees  handling  our  foreign  relations 
headed  by  the  so-called  watchdog  com¬ 
mittee,  then  there  was  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  listed 
second  in  order,  then  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  was  listed 
third,  and  I  do  not  know  where  the 
“watchdog  committee”  put  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  of  either  House. 
They  evidently  are  so  far  down  the  line 
that  such  important  committees  evi¬ 
dently  do  not  count  much  in  the  set-up. 

Why,  without  anything  more,  should 
we  increase  the  appropriation  of  this 
committee  50  percent?  There  has  been 
no  justification  submitted  for  added 
staff.  Some  time  ago  I  saw  that  we  were 
not  able  to  keep  the  staff  from  going  into 
places  that  they  should  not  go.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  they  had  once  been  in  touch  with 
the  EGA  staff,  saying  to  them,  “Don’t  you 
do  that”  and  “Don’t  you  do  this.”  Now, 
that  is  directly  interfering  with  the  ECA 
Administration  staff.  I  do  not  think 
that  that  is  part  of  the  duty  of  a  watch¬ 
dog  committee. 

If  the  reorganization  statute  has  set 
up  an  efficient  committee  organization, 
what  is  there  so  valuable  with  this  com¬ 
mittee  as  was  pointed  out  here,  that  you 
need  this  for  ECA  but  you  do  not  need  it 


for  the  armed  services?  I  believe  that 
unless  you  amply  staff  your  Committee 
on  Appropriations  of  this  House  you  will 
have  to  put  up  separate  little  committees 
that  will  undercut  part  of  their  jurisdic¬ 
tion  every  time  we  pass  a  major  bill.  I 
hope  that  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  members  will  stand  up  here  and 
say  it  is  one  of  the  best  committees  in 
the  House  and  assure  this  House  that  we 
can  depend  on  them. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
us  whether  he  believes  that  this  commit¬ 
tee  is  necessary  to  preserve  that  bipar¬ 
tisanship  in  foreign  policy  so  eloquently 
advocated  here  this  afternoon  as  against 
the  opponents  of  ECA  on  the  extreme 
left  and  the  extreme  right. 

Mr.  FULTON.  The  bipartisan  foreign 
policy  can  certainly  exist.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  are  the  leg¬ 
islative  committees  on  foreign  affairs, 
having  the  duty  to  implement  the  bipar¬ 
tisan  foreign  policy.  The  Committees 
on  Appropriations  have  Democrats  and 
Republicans  upon  them  to  check  these 
various  appropriations,  under  this  bi¬ 
partisan  foreign  policy.  May  I  say  to 
you  that  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  with  its  great  history,  should  not 
be  the  first  one  to  come  in  here  through 
its  senior  members  and  advocate  we  cut 
out  part  of  its  jurisdiction  and  put  this 
jurisdiction  in  an  orphan  committee  that 
is  not  even  set  up  under  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FULTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  referred  to  the  desirability  of  a 
staff  for  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  I  just  want  to  refresh  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  recollection  to  the  fact  that  we  did 
set  up  a  very  efficient  staff  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  last  2  years,  and  that  it 
was  completely  abolished  in  the  present 
session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Well,  the  problem, 
then,  is  this:  To  keep  in  our  established 
House  committees  the  powers  and  the 
duties  and  the  responsibilities.  If  we  do 
not,  there  will  be  bypassing  of  our  legis¬ 
lative  committee  here  one  after  the  other. 
It  is  shocking  to  hear  that  the  efficient 
nonpartisan  staff  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  has  been  abolished  by  the 
Eighty-first  Congress,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  for  his 
comment. 

There  is  no  reason  for  a  supercommit¬ 
tee  that  is  a  so-called  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee,”  when,  as  has  been  adequately 
pointed  by  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Congress  has  its  own  agency  set  up, 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  who  is  to  “watchdog”  this  and  all 
other  things.  If  Congress  goes  ahead 
indefinitely  and  adds  a  hodgepodge  of 
committees,  a  so-called  “watchdog”  for 
this  and  a  “watchdog”  for  that,  with  no 
responsibility  to  anyone,  we  are  arriving 
at  intellectual  and  legislative  chaos  in 
House  procedure. 


Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  NorrellL 

Mr.  NORRELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  early 
this  year  the  Legislative  Appropriations 
Committee  conducted  hearings  on  this 
matter  for  quite  a  long  time.  I  was 
chairman  of  that  committee.  We  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  out  without  providing  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee.”  I  thought  we  were  correct  then. 
We  submitted  our  bill  to  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  and,  after  ex¬ 
tensive  consideration,  the  full  commit¬ 
tee  approved  the  bill.  We  came  to  the 
House,  where  an  amendment  was  offered 
to  restore  the  money  for  the  “watchdog 
committee”  and,  after  extensive  argu¬ 
ment,  the  amendment  was  defeated  by  a 
vote  of  117  to  43.  Our  bill  went  to  the 
other  body  and  provision  for  the  “watch¬ 
dog  committee”  was  not  included  in  the 
legislative  appropriation  bill  over  there. 
That  is  where  it  ought  to  be  if  we  are 
going  to  continue  the  committee. 

The  work  of  the  joint  committee  has 
been  finished.  It  was  set  up  to  see  that 
the  Economic  Cooperation  Administra¬ 
tion  was  properly  organized,  efficient  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  were  adopted, 
and  the  announced  policies  of  Congress 
reflected  in  the  administrative  policies 
and  plans  of  the  Administration. 

We  have  the  program  in  the  charge  of 
good  men  and  they  are  doing  an  able 
job.  No  one  now  raises  any  question  as 
to  the  management  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Administration.  The  work  of 
this  committee  has  been  done.  To  con¬ 
tinue  it  would  be  an  utter  waste.  If  you 
want  to  save  a  little  money,  this  is  one 
place  where  it  can  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  this  House 
means  what  it  said  when  it  rejected 
by  an  overwhelming  vote  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  legislative  appropriation  bill. 
The  Senate  meant  it  when  it  did  not 
amend  the  bill  to  include  it.  We  do  not 
need  the  “watchdog  committee”  further, 
because  the  bipartisan  foreign  policy 
certainly  is  operating,  and  we  have  the 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate,  and  we  have  the  Foreign 
Policies  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate,  also,  to  “watchdog”  what  hap¬ 
pens.  It  might  be  that  we  would  need 
another  “watchdog  committee”  to  watch 
the  “watchdog  committee,”  and  then 
after  a  while  we  would  need  another 
"watchdog  committee”  to  watch  the 
"watchdog  committee”  to  watch  the 
“watchdog  committee,”  and  on  you  go. 

I  think  we  ought  to  instruct  our  con¬ 
ferees,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  stand  where  we 
have  stood  all  this  year,  to  end  it  and  let 
the  Administrator  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Administration,  Mr.  Hoffman, 
who  is  a  good  Republican — and  I  am  glad 
he  is  in  charge  of  it — operate  as  he  ought 
to  in  the  manner  of  which  he  is  capable. 
He  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  con¬ 
stant  interference  which  must  charac¬ 
terize  the  operations  of  a  joint  commit¬ 
tee  conceived  and  established  for  a  pur¬ 
pose  which  no  longer  exists.  I  think  we 
ought  to  instruct  our  conferees  to  insist 
on  disagreement  to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Taber)  there 
were — ayes  145,  noes  127. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  210,  nays  164,  answered 
“present”  2,  not  voting  56,  as  follows; 

[Roll  No.  170] 

YEAS— 210 


Abbitt 

Furcolo 

Moulder 

Abernethy 

Gary 

Multer 

Addonizio 

Gore 

Murdock 

Albert 

Gorski,  Ill. 

Murphy 

Andrews 

Gorski,  N.  Y. 

Noland 

Aspinall 

Granahan 

Norrell 

Bailey 

Granger 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Barden 

Grant 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Baring 

Green 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Hardy 

O’Neill 

Bates,  Ky. 

Hare 

O’Sullivan 

Battle 

Harris 

O’Toole 

Beckworth 

Harrison 

Passman 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Havenner 

Perkins 

Bentsen 

Hays,  Ark. 

Peterson 

Biemiller 

Hays,  Ohio 

Philbin 

Blatnik 

Hebert 

Pickett 

Boggs,  La. 

Hedrick 

Poage 

Bolling 

Heffernan 

Polk 

Bonner 

Heller 

Preston 

Bosone 

Herlong 

Price 

Boykin 

Hobbs 

Priest 

Brooks 

Holifield 

Quinn 

Brown,  Ga. 

Howell 

Rabaut 

Bryson 

Huber 

Rains 

Buchanan 

Irving 

Ramsay 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Redden 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Jacobs 

Rhodes 

Burke 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ribicoff 

Burnside 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rodino 

Burton 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Karst 

Rooney 

Camp 

Karsten 

Roosevelt 

Cannon 

Kearns 

Sasscer 

Carlyle 

Kelley 

Sikes 

Carnahan 

Keogh 

Sims 

Carroll 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Celler 

Kilday 

Spence 

Chelf 

King 

Stanley 

Chesney 

Kirwan 

Steed 

Chudoff 

Klein 

Stigler 

Clemente 

Kruse 

Sullivan 

Combs 

Lane 

Sutton 

Cooley 

Lanham 

Tackett 

Cooper 

Larcade 

Tauriello 

Crook 

Lind 

Teague 

Crosser 

Llnehan 

Thomas,  Tex. 

Davenport 

Lucas 

Thompson 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Lyle 

Thornberry 

Dawson 

Lynch 

Trimble 

Deane 

McCarthy 

Underwood 

DeGraffenried 

McCormack 

Wagner 

Delaney 

McGrath 

Walsh 

Denton 

McGuire 

Walter 

Dollinger 

McMillan,  S.  C. 

Welch,  Mo. 

Donohue 

McSweeney 

Wheeler 

Doughton 

Mack,  Ill. 

Whitaker 

Douglas 

Madden 

Whitten 

Doyle 

Magee 

Whittington 

Eberharter 

Mahon 

Wickersham 

Elliott 

Mansfield 

Wier 

Engle,  Calif. 

Marsalis 

Willis 

Evins 

Marshall 

Wilson,  Okla. 

Feighan 

Miles 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Fernandez 

Miller,  Calif. 

Winstead 

Flood 

Mills 

Wood 

Fogarty 

Mitchell 

Worley 

Forand 

Monroney 

Yates 

Frazier 

Morgan 

Young 

Fulton 

Morris 

NAYS— 164 

Zablockl 

AUen,  Calif. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Chiperfield 

Allen,  Ill. 

Bishop 

Church 

Andersen, 

Blackney 

Cole,  Kans. 

H.  Carl 

Boggs,  Del. 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Anderson,  Calif.  Bramblett 

Colmer 

Andresen, 

Brehm 

Corbett 

August  H. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Cotton 

Angell 

Burdick 

Coudert 

Auchincloss 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Cox 

Barrett,  Wyo. 

Canfield 

Crawford 

Bates,  Mass. 

Case,  N.  J. 

Cunningham 

Beall 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Curtis 

Davis,  Ga. 

Johnson 

Reed,  Ill. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Judd 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

D 'Ewart 

Kean 

Rees 

Dondero 

Kearney 

Richards 

Durham 

Keating 

Riehlman 

Ellsworth 

Kee 

Rivers 

Elston 

Keefe 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Engel,  Mich. 

Kilbum 

Sadlak 

Fenton 

Kunkel 

Sadowski 

Fisher 

Latham 

Sanborn 

Ford 

LeCompte 

Scott,  Hardie 

Gamble 

LeFevre 

Scott, 

Gathings 

Lichtenwalter 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Gavin 

Lodge 

Scrivner 

Gillette 

Lovre 

Scudder 

Golden 

McConnell 

Secrest 

Goodwin 

McCulloch 

Shafer 

Gossett 

McDonough 

Short 

Graham 

McMillen,  Ill. 

Simpson,  HI. 

Gross 

Mack,  Wash. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Gwinn 

Macy 

Smith,  Kans. 

Hagen 

Marcantonlo 

Smith,  Wis. 

Hale 

Martin,  Iowa 

Stefan 

Hall. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Stockman 

Edwin  Arthur  Merrow 

Taber 

Halleck 

Meyer 

Talle 

Harden 

Michener 

Taylor 

Harvey 

Miller,  Md. 

Towe 

Herter 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Van  Zandt 

Heselton 

Morton 

Velde 

Hill 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Vorys 

Hoeven 

Murray,  Wis. 

Vursell 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Nelson 

Wadsworth 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Nicholson 

Weichel 

Holmes 

Nixon 

Werdel 

Hope 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

White,  Idaho 

Horan 

O’Konski 

Wigglesworth 

Hull 

Patterson 

Williams 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Pfeiffer, 

Wilson,  Ind. 

James 

William  L. 

Withrow 

Javits 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Wolcott 

Jenison 

Phillips,  Tenn. 

Wolverton 

Jenkins 

Potter 

Woodruff 

Jennings 

Poulson 

Jensen 

Rankin 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 2 

Allen,  La. 

Hand 

NOT  VOTING — 56 

Arends 

Gilmer 

Pfeifer, 

Bland 

Gordon 

Joseph  L. 

Bolton,  Md. 

Gregory 

Plumley 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Hall, 

Powell 

Breen 

Leonard  W. 

Regan 

Bui  winkle 

Hart 

Rich 

Burleson 

Hinshaw 

Sabath 

Cavalcante 

Jonas 

St.  George 

Chatham 

Kennedy 

Sheppard 

Christopher 

Lemke 

Smith,  Ohio 

Clevenger 

Lesinski 

Smith,  Va. 

Dague 

McGregor 

Staggers 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

McKinnon 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Dingell 

Mason 

Tollefson 

Dolliver 

Morrison 

Vinson 

Eaton 

Norblad 

Welch.  Calif. 

Fallon 

Norton 

White,  Calif. 

Fellows 

Pace 

Woodhouse 

Fugate 

Patman 

Garmatz 

Patten 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk 
pairs : 

announced 

the  following 

On  this  vote: 

Mrs.  Norton 

for,  with  Mr. 

White  of  Cali- 

fornla  against. 

Mr.  Gilmer  for,  with  Mr.  Plumley  against. 
Mr.  Joseph  L.  Pfeifer  for,  with  Mr.  Dolliver 
against. 

Mr.  Gordon  for,  with  Mr.  Jonas  against. 
Mr.  Burleson  for,  with  Mi-.  Mason  against. 
Mr.  Patman  for,  with  Mr.  Hinshaw  against. 
Mr.  Garmatz  for,  with  Mr.  Arends  against. 
Mr.  Gregory  for,  with  Mr.  Leonard  W.  Hall 
against. 

Mr.  Patten  for,  with  Mr.  Dague  against. 
Mr.  Morrison  for,  with  Mr.  Fellows  against. 
Mr.  Hart  for,  with  Mr.  Eaton  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mrs.  Woodhouse  with  Mrs.  Bolton  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Breen  with  Mr.  McGregor. 

Mr.  Cavalcante  with  Mr.  Lemke. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Rich. 

Mr.  Pace  with  Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr.  McKinnon  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio. 


Mr.  Kennedy  with  Mr.  Welch  of  California. 

Mr.  Fallon  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Gary, 
McGrath,  Yates,  Cannon,  Taber,  and 

WlGGLESWORTH. 

- ..  .EKa'g.MSlOM.Qg.  BJT.M - - 

Mr.  WlGGLESWORTH,  Mr.  LANE, 
and  Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  were  given  permission  to  extend 
their  remarks  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
•Record  and  include  his  own  question¬ 
naire. 

Mi.  MARCANTONIO  asked  and  was 
I  giveii  permission  to  revise  and  extepd  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  PONOHUE  asked  and  wa^  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remark^  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho  asked  .fend  was 
given  permission  to  extend  hi^  remarks 
in  the  rIcord  in  two  instances  and  in¬ 
clude  certkin  extracts. 

Mr.  ROOjSEVELT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  -to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks. 

Mr.  REEDaOf  New  York  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  RECORftin  three  instances  and  in¬ 
clude  in  each  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  STOCKMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  At  end  hig,’ remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  article  from  the 
Klamath  Falls  rfcws-Herald. 

Mr.  CANNON  \asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  retlse  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  includ&certain  excerpts  from 
the  Congressional ’^Record. 

SPECIAL  ORIKR  GRANTED 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  addresk  the  House  for  20 
minutes  on  tomorrow*,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  legislative  program  of  the  day  and 
following  any  special  orders  heretofore 
entered. 

ENROLLED  BILL  ^SIGNED 

Mrs.  NORTON,  from  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration,  Reported  that 
that  committee  had  examined  and  found 
truly  enrolled  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title,  which  was  thereupon 
signed  by  the  Speaker: 

H.  R.  3751.  An  act  to  transfer  a  tower  lo¬ 
cated  on  the  Lower  Souris  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  to  the  International  Peace  Garden, 
Inc.,  North  Dakota. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accordingly 
•  (at  6  o’clock  and  22  minutes  p.  ml)  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Wed¬ 
nesday,  August  10,  1949,  at  12  o'clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

842.  A  letter  from  the  Archivist  of  the 
United  States,  transmitting  a  report  showing 
records  proposed  for  disposal,  and  lists  or 
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schedules,  or  parts  of  lists  or  schedules  cov¬ 
ering  records  proposed  for  disposal  by  certain 
Government  agencies;  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration. 

843.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Attorney 
General,  transmitting  copies  of  orders  of  the 
Commissioner  of  the  Immigration  and  Nat¬ 
uralization  Service  suspending  deportation 
as  well  as  a  list  of  the  persons  involved;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

844.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  dated 
February  28,  1949,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompanying  papers  and  an 
illustration  on  a  preliminary  examination 
and  survey  of  Port  Bay,  N.  Y.,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2, 
1945  (H.  Doc.  No.  293);  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed,  with 
an  illustration. 

845.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  fromNthe  Chief 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Arm^  dated 
February  28,  1949,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompanying  papers  and  an 
illustration  on  a  review  of  reports  on  ^he 
Chicago  River,  Ill.,  with  a  view  to  improving 
the  channel  in  the  north  branch  betweeft 


(Vasllios)  Kotsakis;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1218).  Referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  WALTER:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
S.  1026.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Roman 
Szymanski  and  Anastosia  Szymanski;  with¬ 
out  amendment  {Kept.  No.  1219),  Referred 
to  Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  WALTER:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  715.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Manuel 
Uribe;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1220) . 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Mr.  GOSSETT:  Committee  on  the  Judici¬ 
ary.  H.  R.  5149.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of 
Fernando  Aboitiz;  with  an  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1221).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  GRAHAM:  Committee  on  the  Judici¬ 
ary.  H.  R.  5375.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of 
Mrs.  Hilda  De  Silva;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1222) .  Referred  to  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  GRAHAM:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  5539.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Claudia  Weitlanner;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1223).  Referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  GRAHAM:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


Addison  Street  and  the  lock  at  Wilmette,\  h.  R.  5851.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 


requested  by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee 
on  Rivers  and  Harbors,  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  adopted  February  28,  1945  (H.  Doc.  No. 
294) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
ordered  to  be  printed,  with  an  illustration. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON  PUBLIC 
BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  MILES:  Committee  on  Public  Lands. 

H.  R.  4942.  A  bill  to  regulate  the  collection 
and  disbursement  of  moneys  realized  from 
leases  made  by  the  Seneca  Nation  of  Indians 
of  New  York,  and  for  other  purposes;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1238).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  MORRIS:  Committee  on  Public  Lands. 

H.  R.  5670.  A  bill  authorizing  transfer  of  land 
to  the  county  of  Bernalillo,  State  of  New 
Mexico,  for  a  hospital  site;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1239).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union. 

Mr.  LYLE:  Committee  on  Rules.  House  J 
Resolution  320.  Resolution  providing  for  the/ 
talcing  from  the  Speaker’s  table  of  the  bii/ 

H.  R.  4830,  to  the  end  that  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  be  and  are  hereby  disagreed  to  Jhid 
that  the  conference  requested  by  the  Senate 
is  hereby  agreed  to;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  1241).  Referred  to  tljig  House 
Calendar.  7 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ,<ON  PRIVATE 
BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rul</XlII,  reports  of 
committees  were  deliy/red  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follow/: 

Mr.  WALTER:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
S.  331.  An  act  f a/the  relief  of  Ghetel  Poliak 
Kahan,  Magdalena  Linda  Kahan  (wife),  and 
Susanna  Kahan  (daughter,  12  years  old); 
with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1216).  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  WALTER:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
S.  555.  /An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eiko  Naka- 
muraywithout  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1217). 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Mr.  WALTER:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
@.  787.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 


Toshiko  Keyser;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
hp.  1224) .  Referred  to  the  Committee /6f 
tlV  Whole  House. 

Mr.  DENTON :  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.'5.87.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dick  Walook 
and  Alfred  L.  Woods;  with  an  anjendment 
(Rept.  No.  1225) .  Referred  to  the  (Jbmmittee 
of  the  WlRsJe  House.  / 

Mr.  JENN^GS:  Committee  bn  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  H.  R*V024.  A  bill  fpr  the  relief  of 
Jacob  Brown;^with  an  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1226).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  LANE:  Committed  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  1106.  A  bill  fcWthe  relief  of  King  V. 
Clark;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1227), 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Mr.  DENTON:  Committee’on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  2075.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Frank  G. 
Moore;  without  amendment  (Rent.  No.  1228) . 
Referred  to  the  Committee  of\the  Whole 
House,  f 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  New  York:  ComrMttee  on 
the  Judiciary.  H.  R.  2266.  A  bill  Bor  the 
relief  ’  of  Morris  Tutnauer;  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1229).  Referred  tohhe 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  LANE:  Committee  on  the  Judicial 
H.  R.  3769.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Doris  M.' 
Faulkner;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1230).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 

Mr.  JENNINGS:  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  H.  R.  3810.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of 
Cecil  E.  Gordon;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1231).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 

Mr.  LANE:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  4556.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Elmo  Sodergren;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1232).  Referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  New  York:  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary.  H.  R.  5353.  A  bill  for  the 
relief  of  Max  Schlederer;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1233) .  Referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  New  York:  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary.  H.  R.  4165.  A  bill  for  the 
relief  of  Katherine  H.  Clagett;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1234).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  DENTON :  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  3804.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Fred  B. 
Niswonger;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1235).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  New  York:  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary.  H.  R.  3405.  A  bill  for  the 


relief  of  Vivian  Newell  Price;  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1236).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  BYRNE  of  New  York:  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary.  H.  R.  2758.  A  bill  Jhx  the 
relief  of  the  Fisher  Brewing  Co.; /without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1237).  EJCferred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  EWhse. 

Mr.  BRYSON :  Committee  on /lie  Judiciary. 
H.  R.  5319.  A  bill  granting?/  renewal  of 
patent  No.  40,029,  relating  to  the  badge  of 
The  Holy  Name  Society;  jW/ith  an  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1240)  /  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 


PUBLIC  BILL: 


S/&ND  RE 


RESOLUTIONS 


Under  clausa  3  or  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  MT.  CLEMENTE: 

H.  R.  5929.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Army  and 
Air  Force  Vitalization  and  Retirement 
Equalization  Act  of  1948;  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  KARSTEN: 

H.  R.  5930.  A  bill  to  provide  for  direct  Fed¬ 
eral  loans  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  mod¬ 
erate-income  families,  to  provide  liberalized 
credit  to  reduce  the  cost  of  housing  for  such 
families,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

By  Mr.  MURRAY  of  Tennessee: 

H.  R.  5931.  A  bill  to  establish  a  standard 
schedule  of  rates  of  basic  compensation  for 
certain  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment;  to  provide  an  equitable  system  for 
fixing  and  adjusting  the  rates  of  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  individual  employees;  to  repeal 
the  Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended; 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  RANKIN: 

H.  R.  5932.  A  bill  to  extend  pension  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  laws  reenacted  by  Public  Law 
269,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  August  13, 
1935,  as  now  or  hereafter  amended,  to  cer¬ 
tain  persons  who  served  with  the  United 
States  military  or  naval  forces  engaged  in 
hostilities  in  the  Moro  Province,  including 
Mindanao,  or  in  the  islands  of  Samar  and 
Leyte,  after  July  4,  1902,  and  prior  to  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1914,  and  to  their  unremarried  widows, 
child,  or  children;  to  the  Committee  on  Vet¬ 
erans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  REED  of  Illinois: 

H.  R.  5933.  A  bill  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
“An  act  to  establish  a  uniform  system  of 
bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States,” 

_  approved  July  1,  1898,  and  acts  amendatory 
‘  ^hereof  and  supplementary  thereto;  to  the 
^mmittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  WHITTINGTON: 

5934.  A  bill  to  amend  the  “Second 
Supplemental  National  Defense  Appropria¬ 
tion  Ao^,  1943,”  approved  October  26,  1942 
(56  Stat\990,  999),  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mt  BAILEY: 

H.  R.  5935.  \  bill  to  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to  sell  or  lease 
oil  and  gas  rigid®  in  the  subsurface  of  the 
land  on  which  is  Situated  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  facilitWat  Clarksburg,  W.  Va.; 
to  the  Committee  on\eterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MILES: 

H.  R.  5936.  A  bill  authorizing  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  construct!®)!,  extension,  and 
improvement  of  a  county  hospital  at  Albu¬ 
querque,  N.  Mex.,  to  provide  facilities  for 
the  treatment  of  Indians;  to  thp  Committee 
on  Public  Lands. 

By  Mr.  RANKIN: 

H.  R.  5937.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  Veterans’  Administration  Hos¬ 
pital  at  Tupelo,  Miss.;  to  the  Committee  on 
Veterans’  Affairs. 

H.  R.  5938.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  Veterans’  Administration  Kos\. 


1949 

S.  2559.  An  act  to  authorize  the  extension 
of  officers’  retirement  benefits  to  certain  p^r 
sons  who  while  serving  as  enlisted  men  in 
the  Army  of  the  United  States  during  World 
War  II  were  given  battlefield  promotions  to 
office^  grade  and  were  incapacitated  for  ac¬ 
tive  service  as  a  result  of  enemy  action; 

S.  2584.  An  act  to  provide  for  studies  of 
methods  of  determining  the  amount,  distri¬ 
bution,  and  effects  of  illness  in  the  United 
States  and  for  conducting  periodic  inven¬ 
tories  of  illness  by  the  best  methods  devel¬ 
oped  through  such  studies; 

S.  2590.  An  act  to  amend  section  3526  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  coinage  of 
subsidiary  silver  coins; 

S.  2591.  An  act  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  support  research  and  training 
in  arthritis  and  rheumatism,  multiple  scle¬ 
rosis,  cerebral  palsey,  epilepsy  and  blindness, 
and  other  diseases,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  J.  Res.  105.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
unrestricted  entry  privileges  for  Sister  Eliza¬ 
beth  Kenny; 

S.  Con.  Res.  18.  Concurrent  resolution  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  consolidation  of  the  general 
appropriation  bills,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and 

S.  Con.  Res.  65.  Concurrent  resolution  fav¬ 
oring  the  suspension  of  deportation  of  cer¬ 
tain  aliens. 

SWEARING  IN  OF  A  MEMBER 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  House  a  communication  from 
the  Clerk  of  the  House. 

The  Cleyk  read  as  follows: 

September  28,  1949. 
The  Honorable  the  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Sir:  Jjf  certificate  of  election  in  due  form 
of  law  showing  the  election  of  the  Honorable 
John  r.  Saylor,  as  a  Representative-elect  to 
the  Eighty-first  Congress  from  the  Twenty- 
sixtljf  Congressional  District  of  the  State  of  j 
Pennsylvania,  to  fill  the  vacancy  caused  byj 
r  death  of  the  Honorable  Robert  L.  Coffey, 
bn  file  in  this  office. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ralph  R.  Roberts, 

f  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  SAYLOR  appeared  at  the  bar  of 

.tKa  Haiico  and  nofh  r,f  r'ffir'c  > 

FOREIGN-AID  APPROPRIATION 


Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
are  as  follows: 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  (H.  HEPT.  NO.  1354) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  15. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  6,  9,  13  and  17,  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
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ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  Insert  "$350,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows; 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert:  ",  of  which  not  more 
than  $25,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  any  further  action  he  may 
consider  advisable  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the 
Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47)  ”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert:  "$912,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$912,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  1,  7, 
8,  10,  14,  and  16. 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 

Sidney  R.  Yates, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber  (except  as  to 
Nos.  3  and  7), 

R.  B.  Wiggles  worth. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Kenneth  McKellar, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Elmer  Thomas, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Styles  Bridges, 

Chan  Gurney, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

Kenneth  S.  Wherry, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  Foreign  Aid  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  report  in  explanation 
of  the  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such 
amendments,  namely: 

Amendment  No.  1:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  2 :  Strikes  out  provision  of 
the  House  making  available  $125,000  for  ex¬ 
penditures  of  a  confidential  character  during 
the  fourth  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Appropriates  $3,628,- 
380,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$3,568,470,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  4:  Appropriates  $350,000 
for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  nature  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950  instead  of  $500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $200,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Includes  a  modified 
provision  of  the  Senate  making  available  the 
amount  of  $25,000  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  Section  115  (f )  of  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended.  The 
modification  is  Included  to  make  the 
provision  permissive  rather  than  mandatory. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Eliminates  provision  of 
the  House  permitting  the  obligation  and  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  appropriation  for  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Administration  during 
the  period  July  1,  1949,  to  May  15,  1950,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate, 


Amendment  No.  7:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  9,  relating  to  assistance 
to  Greece  and  Turkey:  Appropriates  $45,- 
000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  11,  relating  to  Govern¬ 
ment  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas,  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army :  Ap¬ 
propriates  $912,500,000  instead  of  $925,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $900,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Establishes  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  $42,500,000  for  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  for  Government  and  Relief  in  Occu¬ 
pied  Areas  instead  of  $45,000,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $40,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13 :  Eliminates  a  provision 
of  the  House  for  Government  and  Relief  in 
Occupied  Areas  permitting  the  employment 
of  individuals  without  regard  to  certain 
existing  laws,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  15:  Eliminates  provision 
of  the  Senate  stipulating  that  when  travel 
for  purposes  of  Government  and  Relief  in 
Occupied  Areas  is  performed  by  members  of 
the  armed  forces  such  travel  expenses  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  that 
purpose,  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Corrects  section  num¬ 
ber. 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Sidney  R.  Yates, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber  (except  as  to 
Nos.  3  and  7) , 

R.  B.  Wigglesworth, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


'fsnmssrwrru  auimmsthe  house 

r.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ad- 
Iresa  the  House  of  1  minute. 

Tha  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
Thei'v  was  no  objection. 

.egislAtive  program  for  balance  of 

THE  WEEK  J 


£TIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
:  this  time  to  ascertain  the 
iday  and  for  the  balance  of 


Mr. 

Speaker,  I ' 
irogram  fo 
he  week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  first  order  of 
jusiness  today  w^ll  be  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  military-aid  bill.  Thereafter 
he  reclassification  bill. 

Tomorrow  will  b&Senate  Joint  Resolu- 
ion  53,  the  reforestation  bill;  and  after 
hat,  it  is  the  intension  to  adjourn  over 
rom  Thursday  until  Monday. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  We 
ill  take  up  conference\eports  that  are 
led? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Oh,  yes;  if  they 
re  ready.  And  then  adjourn  over  until 
dnday.  v 

The  SPEAKER.  If  the  conference  re- 
rt  on  the  ECA  has  been  agreed  upon, 
t  will  be  taken  up?  \ 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Conference  re- 
rts  naturally  will  be  taken  up  to- 
jmorrow. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  speech  made  on 
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yesterday  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  KELLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
RECORb,and  include  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  RHODES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to'extend  his  remarks  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  and  include  an  article  from  the  Metal 
Polisher. 

Mr.  MOULDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  concerning  the  Government’s 
price-support  progrt^m  for  the  1948  corn 
crop. 

Mr.  HOWELL  aske\  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his.  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESSEE  HOUSE 

Mr.  O’SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  ike  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

THE  REPUBLICAN  PARTY 

Mr.  O’SULLIVAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
thinking  over  the  incident  of  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party,  muddled  and  without  a 
program,  appearing  recently  eye  to  eye  to 
the  midwest  farmers  to  formulate  a 
farm  program  by  word  of  farmers’ 
mouths  only,  I  have  discovered  a  very 
good  reason  for  this  unnatural  phe¬ 
nomenon,  and  I  am  now  sure  that  the 
reason  for  their  visual  approach  was  be¬ 
cause  the  Republican  Party  can  no 
longer  take  the  pulse  beat  of  the  Nation’s 
farmers  because  it  lost  both  hands  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  national  election,  and  also 
its  heart  and  a  part  of  its  head,  thus 
having  the  rare  distinction  of  being  the 
first  political  amputee  in  the  United 
States.  Some  suggest,  however,  that  the 
amputation  would  have  been  more  satis¬ 
factory  to  all  and  much  better  for  the 
country  if  it  had  occurred  so  as  to 
shorten  its  stature  exactly  by  a  head,  in 
good  old  Middle  Age  fashion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  LARCADE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  th£ 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  DOUGHTON  asked  and  was  gj^en 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  statement  made  by 
the  President  on  September  26  at  the 
signing  of  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  DOUGHTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  article  from  the 
New  York  Times,  entitled  “A  Red  Letter 
Day  for  Mr.  Hull.”  ' 

Mr.  HARRISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  DOLLI^jfGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to'  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  article. 

Mr.  CANFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  the  story  of  Dr.  Allen 
Dumdnt. 

CORRECTION  OP  ROLL  CALL 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
roll  call  202,  on  page  13574  of  the  Record, 


I  am  recorded  as  not  voting.  I  was  pres¬ 
ent  and  answered  in  the  affirmative.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  Record  and  Journal  will  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  HOPE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  her  remarks 
in  the  Record  and  include  an  article  by 
Edna  Lonigan. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

REPUBLICAN  FARM  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
idgment  of  unbiased  observers,  the 
Dublican  Farm  Conference  held  at 
Sidux  City,  Iowa,  on  September  23,  and 
24,  ^49,  was  an  outstanding  success. 
Over  3,500  dirt  farmers  attended  the 
meetings  and  18  Members  of  Congress 
were  pre^gnt,  including  7  Members  of 
the  Senate  and  11  Members  of  the  House. 
Over  100  witnesses  front'  15  different 
States  testifie'd, 

One  of  the  interesting  features  of  the 
Conference  was  the  presence  of  a  large 
number  of  young  QI  farmers  and  their 
wives.  It  is  this  jrpdt^g  group  who  testi¬ 
fied  who  spoke  out  in\favor  of  our  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise-''  system\  and  most  em¬ 
phatically  declared  thatHhey  wanted  a 
minimum  of  government  iityerference  in 
a  long-range  farm  program’ 

Very  little  sentiment  was  ex^essed  for 
the  so-called  Brannan  plan.  In  fact, 
only  two  witnesses  recommendecpsuch  a 
program  for  agriculture.  Even  thepres- 
ident  of  the  Farmer’s  Union  of  Nebraska 
^stifled  that  he  found  very  little  senti 
lent  for  the  Brannan  plan  amoni 
Farmer’s  Union  members  in  his  own 
State. 

Farmers  came  to  the  conference  vol¬ 
untarily  in  response  to  an  open  invita¬ 
tion  to  be  present.  They  expressed 
themselves  freely  and  the  Members  of 
Congress  only  listened.  In  contrast  to 
the  Brannan  meeting  at  Des  Moines  last 
June  which  was  packed  with  government 
employees  and  labor  leaders,  the  Sioux 
City  conference  was  thoroughly  a  farm¬ 
er’s  meeting.  The  farmers  were  asked 
what  they  wanted  in  the  line  of  a  perma¬ 
nent  farm  program  and  no  attempt  was 
made  to  shove  a  predigested  package  of 
cure-all  down  their  throats. 

A  transcript  will  be  made  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  and  the  same  will  be  made  available 
to  those  who  are  interested.  Republi¬ 
can  Members  of  Congress  have  now  been 
put  on  notice  as  to  what  the  farmers  of 
the  Midwest,  at  least,  want  in  the  line  of 
a  long-range  program  for  agriculture. 
The  farmers’  proposals  and  views  no 
doubt  will  be  reflected  in  proper  legisla¬ 
tion  to  be  presented  by  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  at  an  early  date.  One 
thing  is  certain,  and  that  is  that  the 


American  farmer  is  tired  of  stop-gap 
farm  legislation.  He  wants  a  long- 
range  agricultural  program  enacted 
without  delay.  He  wants  a  sound  and 
sensible  program  which  can  have  the 
support  of  all  elements  of  our  economy 
and,  lastly,  he  wants  a  program  com¬ 
pletely  divorced  from  politics. 

(Mx-.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. )  J 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  SADLAK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
editorial. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  in  two 
separate  instances  and  in  each  to  include 
extraiieous  matter. 

Mr.  PRESTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  in  two  separate 
instances  and  in  each  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  in 
two  instances  and  to  include  a  letter  and 
table  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  SCUDDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
article  on  the  Pacific-coast  fishing  indus¬ 
try  which  appeared  in  the  Humboldt 
Standard  of  Eureka,  Calif.,  under  date 
of  September  19,  1949. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  10  minutes  on  tomorrow,  Sep¬ 
tember  29,  following  the  legislative  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  day  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered. 

CORRECTION  OP  RECORD 

Mr.  REES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  correct  the  Record  of 
Tuesday,  September  27,  page  13562,  in 
my  interrogation  of  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  York  [Mrs.  St.  George],  to 
id,  after  the  words  “her  bill  was  re¬ 
puted  adversely”,  the  words  “by  the 
Pos^naster  General.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  permanent  Record  may  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  SCUDh|!R.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  an’d.  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  ''Ms  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  th^  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection 
THREAT  TO  THE  PISHING  INDUSTRY  OP 
THE  PACIFIC  COA£ 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
wondering  how  long  we  can  continue  to 
support  the  peoples  of  the  world  and 
continue  by  short-sighted  policy  to  dis¬ 
rupt  our  industries  and  throw  our  labor¬ 
ing  men  out  of  employment.  I  have  let¬ 
ters  from  the  Pacific  coast,  and  particu- 
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September  28,  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Gary,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  4830] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830) 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendment  numbered  15. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  3,  6,  9,  13,  and  17,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 350,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  ,  of  which 
not  more  than  $25,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Administrator  for  any 
further  action  he  may  consider  advisable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
section  115  (J)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (. Public  Law  47) ;  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 
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In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 912,500,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert  $ 42,500,000 ; 
and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disagreement  amendments 
numbered  1,  7,  8,  10,  14,  and  16. 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Sidney  II .  Yates, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber  (except  as  to 
Nos.  3  and  7), 

It.  B.  WlGGLESWORTH, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Kenneth  McKellar, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Elmer  Thomas, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Styles  Bridges, 

Chan  Gurney, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

Kenneth  S.  Wherry, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  report  in  explanation  of  the  conference  report  as  to  each  of 
such  amendments,  namely: 

Amendment  No.  1:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  2:  Strikes  out  provision  of  the  House  making 
available  $125,000  for  expenditures  of  a  confidential  character  during 
the  fourth  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  3:  Appropriates  $3,628,380,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $3,568,470,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  4:  Appropriates  $350,000  for  expenditures  of  a 
confidential  nature  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  instead  of  $500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $200,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  5:  Includes  a  modified  provision  of  the  Senate 
making  available  the  amount  of  $25,000  for  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended.  The  modification  is  included  to  make  the  provision  per¬ 
missive  rather  than  mandatory. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Eliminates  provision  of  the  House  permitting 
the  obligation  and  expenditure  of  the  appropriation  for  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Administration  during  the  period  July  1,  1949,  to  May 
15,  1950,  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  7:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  8:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  9,  relating  to  assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey: 
Appropriates  $45,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
$50,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  10:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  11,  relating  to  government  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas,  administered  by  the  Department  of  the  Army:  Appropriates 
$912,500,000  instead  of  $925,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$900,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  12:  Establishes  a  limitation  of  $42,500,000  for 
administrative  expenses  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas 
instead  of  $45,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $40,000,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  13:  Eliminates  a  provision  of  the  House  for  gov¬ 
ernment  and  relief  in  occupied  areas  permitting  the  employment  of 
individuals  without  regard  to  certain  existing  laws,  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Reported  in  disagreement. 


3 


4  MAKING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FOREIGN  AID 

Amendment  No.  15:  Eliminates  provision  of  the  Senate  stipulating 
that  when  travel  for  purposes  of  government  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas  is  performed  by  members  of  the  armed  forces,  such  travel 
expenses  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  that  purpose,  as 
proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  17:  Corrects  section  number. 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Sidney  R.  Yates, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber  (except  as  to 
Nos.  3  and  7), 

R.  B.  WlGGLESWORTH, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


o 
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i;om  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
frqpi  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the 
Seri*t|tor  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man  i\the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
StennIW,  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  Senior  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  isNfcbsent  because  of  illness 
in  his  family 

The  Senator  Vrom  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Graham]  is  a^ent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate.  , 

The  Senator  froiflk  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt],  the  Senator  Vom  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  McCarran],  anWjthe  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Typhus]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  \p  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  absent  on  public  busines 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  who  would  vo1 
“yea”  if  present,  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas], 
who  would  vote  "nay”  if  present. 

I  announce  further  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Graham],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCar- 
*  ran],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Myers],  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings] 
would  vote  "yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  business.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
would  vote  "yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Dulles],  the  Senator  from  Massa-  /L 
chusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  the  Senator  from  fa< 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandbn- 
berg]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 


“nay,”  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “yea." 

The  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Kem] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
are  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  62, 
nays  14,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 52 


Anderson 

Bridges 

Chapman 

Connally 

Donnell 

Douglas 

Downey 

Eastland 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbrlght 

George 

Gillette 

Green 

Hayden 

Hill 

Hoey 

Holland 


Bricker 
Butler 
ordon 
ton 


Ives  Murray 

Johnson,  Colo.  O’Conor 
Johnson,  Tex.  O’Mahoney 
Johnston,  S.  C.  Pepper 


Kerr 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
Leahy 
Long 
Lucas 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Maybank 
Morse 

NAYS— 14 

Gurney 

Hendrickson 

Hickenlooper 

Langer 


Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smith,  Maine 

Taft 

Taylor 

Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tobey 

Watkins 

Withers 

Young 


Mlllikin 

Mundt 

Wherry 

Williams 


Foteuson 

Malone 

NOT  VOTING— 30  / 

Aiken 

Humphrey 

Neely 

BaldwinV 

Hunt 

Reed 

Brewster  V 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Byrd 

k  Kefauver 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cain 

Kem 

Sparkman 

Capehart 

^Lodge 

Stennis 

Chavez 

^HcCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Dulles 

Kmrtln 

Tydings 

Ellender 

Milter 

Vandenberg 

Graham 

Mye\ 

Wiley 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator*  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  >6nd  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin] 
would  vote  "yea.! 

The  Senator  from  Netf  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  on  offig&l  business  with 
leave  of  the  Senate.  Irpresent  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  frogrNew  Jersey  would 
vote  “yea.1 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jen- 
ner]  and  the  Srenator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Wiley]  jfte  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness.  If  prarent  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Wiscjlnsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  would  vote 
“yea.1 

Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen- 
fs  paired  with  the  Senator  from  In- 
dijftia  [Mr.  Capehart],  who  is  absent  on 
business.  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Washington  would  vote 


So  the  bill  H.  R.  1689  was  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  X  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  movu^hat  the  Senate 
insist  upon  its  amendments,  request  a 
conference  with  the  HoiW  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  R&rt  of  the 
Senate.  . 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  Xf1  the 
President  pro  tempore  appointeaVMr. 
Johnston  of  South  Carolina,  Mr.  L\rG< 
Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Langer,  and 

'landers  conferees  on  the  part  of  th 
Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
also  ask  that  the  bill  be  printed  as 
amended. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  498  will  be  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed. 

PROGRAM  FOR  TOMORROW 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  before  the 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  for  the  purpose  of  presenting  a 
conference  report  upon  the  ECA  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  I  desire  to  advise  the  Senate 
that  tomorrow  we  shall  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Senate  bill  1772,  which 
is  a  bill  to  provide  additional  benefits  for 
certain  postmasters,  officers,  and  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  postal  field  service  with 
respect  to  annual  and  sick  leave,  longev¬ 
ity  pay,  compensatory  time,  and  promo¬ 
tion,  and  for  other  purposes.  It  is  hoped 
we  may  finish  that  bill,  take  up  the  bill 
(H.  R.  2379)  to  establish  a  standard 
of  rates  of  basic  compensation  for  cer¬ 
tain  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 


ment:  to  provide  an  equitable  system  forf 
fixing  and  adjusting  the  rates  of  bagfc 
compensation  of  individual  employees; 
to  repeal  the  Classification  Act  ofi'1923, 
as  amended;  and  for  other  purposes;  and 
pass  both  of  them  tomorrow  aflerfioon. 
I  am  sure  we  shall  not  haw/gf)  much 
trouble  with  those  two  1 because 
there  is  a  tremendous  ampi&t  involved 
in  the  bills  and  a  great  rubber  of  people 
who  vote  in  the  respecj^ye  States  are  vi¬ 
tally  interested  in  thefli.  I  do  not  believe 
we  shall  have  nesuffy  so  much  trouble 
with  those  two  bfifs  as  we  had  with  the 
$700,000  executive  pay  bill  we  have  been 
debating  for  2/fays;  at  least,  I  hope  not. 
If  we  can  fipfsh  the  bills  tomorrow,  we 
shall  take  £  recess  until  Monday;  but 
whether  yfk  do  or  do  not,  we  shall  not 
have  a  S&turday  session.  Is  that  agree¬ 
able  torthe  Senator  from  California?  I 

-S.qp.  hrfn  smiling 

APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  FOREIGN  AID — 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  the  conference  report  on  House 
bill  4830,  an  act  making  appropriations 
for  foreign  aid,  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1950,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ful- 
bright  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  read 
the  report. 

The  report  was  read  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid, 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  15. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  2,  3,  6,  9,  13,  and  17,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$350,000”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “,  of  which  not  more  than 
$25,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor  for  any  further  action  he  may  consider 
advisable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  115  (f)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  April  19, 
1949  (Public  Law  47)”;  and  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1 1 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$912,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$42,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


13806  CONGRESSIONAL'  RECORD— SENATE  September  29 

■fj:  J*r  ..  ~  -  Z 


The  committee  of  conference  report  In  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  1,  7,  8,  10, 
14,  and  16. 

Kenneth  McKellar, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Elmer  Thomas, 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

Styles  Bridges, 

Chan  Gurney, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

Kenneth  S.  Wherry, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Christopher  C.  McGrath, 
Sidney  R.  Yates, 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  Taber  (except  as  to 
Nos.  3  and  7), 

R.  B.  Wigglesworth, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  ask  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  the  action  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  certain 
amendments  in  disagreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Fui- 
bright  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  announcing  its  action  on  cer¬ 
tain  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  House 
bill  4830,  which  was  read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.  S., 

September  29,  1949. 

Resolved,  That  the  House  recede  from  Its 
disagreement  to  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  7  and  14  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4830)  making  appropriations  for  the  foreign 
aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  concur  therein; 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  1  to  said  bill  and  concur  therein  with 
the  following  amendment:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

“Legislative  Branch 
“senate 

“Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate 

“Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation :  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Joint  Committee,  on  Foreign  Economic  Co¬ 
operation,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public 
Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per 
diem  and  subsistence  expenses,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  ap¬ 
proved  June  9,  1949,  from  October  2,  1949, 
to  June  30,  1950,  $110,000:  Provided,  That  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  include  all 
expenses  necessary  to  liquidate  the  affairs  of 
the  Joint  Committee  not  later  than  June  30, 
1950.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  8  to  said  bill  and  concur  therein  with 
the  following  amendment In  lieu  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  insert: 

“The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such 
amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  pub¬ 
licity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other 
available  media,  so  as  to  inform  the  peoples 
of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and 


character^  furnished  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer.” 

That  the  House  recede  from  Its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
numbered  10  to  said  bill  and  concur  therein 
with  the  following  amendment :  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  Inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

“CHINESE  STUDENTS 

“The  President  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  allocate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  not  to 
exceed  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  un¬ 
obligated  balance  of  the  amount  made 
available  under  section  12  of  the  act  entitled 
"An  act  to  amend  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,”  approved  April  19,  1949  (Public 
Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress),  to  be  used, 
under  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of 
State  may  prescribe,  for  necessary  expenses 
of  tuition,  subsistence,  and  return  passage 
to  China  for  selected  citizens  of  China  to 
study  in  accredited  colleges,  universities,  or 
other  educational  institutions  in  the  United 
States  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
the  purposes  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount 
to  remain  available  until  expended." 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  16  to  said  bill  and  concur  therein  with 
the  following  amendment:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

“Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown 
Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at 
West  Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Works  at  San  Jacinto, 
Texas,  and  to  use  the  appropriation  herein 
made  for  government  and  relief  in  occupied 
areas  for  the  production  of  anhydrous  am¬ 
monia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous 
fertilizer  materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds 
for  its  use  in  the  occupied  countries  and  for 
sale  for  use  in  the  Republic  of  South  Korea. 
From  the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there 
shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  for 
“government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas” 
an  amount  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  materials  and  any  balance  to 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 
Section  205  of  Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress,  and  any  other  laws  in  conflict  herewith, 
are  repealed  effective  June  30,  1949.” 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  1,  8,  10,  and  16. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  conferees  to  give  a  brief 
statement  about  the  “watchdog  commit¬ 
tee”  and  also  the  dismantling  amend¬ 
ment.  I  think  it  would  be  of  interest  to 
Senators. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  The  amount  al¬ 
lowed  for  the  “watchdog  committee”  was 
lessened  considerably,  and  it  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  it  is  continued, 
is  it  not,  for  1  year? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is  continued  for 
1  year.  The  dismantling  proposal  was 
rewritten,  making  the  dismantling  prop¬ 
osition  permissive,  and  it  was  then 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  congratulate  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  for  finally  accom¬ 
plishing  a  long,  difficult  task. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  took  a  long  time. 
I  may  also  report  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  that  after  4  months  of 
conference,  the  only  difference  in  the 
civil-functions  bill,  which  is  important  to 


all  Senators,  is  a  difference  of  $150,000 
out  of  many,  many  million  dollars. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Eight  hundred  mil¬ 
lion  dollars. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  'I  am  very  hopeful 
we  can  reach  a  final  agreement  tomor¬ 
row.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  submit  the 
conference  report  and  have  the  bill 
passed  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  very  encourag¬ 
ing,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee.  s 


NATIONAL- STATE  EANK  CONVERSION — 

MERGER  BILL 

Mr.  KILGORE.  Mr.  President,  I 
Should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of  thf 
Senate  to  a  letter  I  have  received  froi 
the  Department  of  Banking  in  the  Sta£  e 
of  West  Virginia  urging  that  the  Senate 
|ake  favorable  action  on  House  bill  1161, 
Recently  reported  by  the  Senate  Ban^ 
md  Currency  Committee  and  now  off  the 
Senate  Calendar.  I  ask  unanimous/con- 
ient  that  this  letter  from  the  Coffimis- 
ioner  of  Banking,  Mr.  John  H.  Hoffman, 
)e  printed  in  the  Record  as  part/of  my 
emarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  trie  letter 
vas  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tne  Rec- 
>rd,  as  follows: 

State  of  West  Virginia 
Department  of  Banking, 
Charleston,  Septembefr  26,  1949. 
Sion.  Harley  M.  Kilgore, 
s  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington 1  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kilgore  :  I  haye  been  advised 
fiat  the  Senate  Banking  and  Currency  Com- 
littee  voted  favorably  on  H.  R.  1161  (the 
ational-State  bank  conversjfon-merger  bill). 

This  bill  is  of  utmost  importance  to  the 
anking  department  of  tills  State  and  all 
tfier  State  banking  commissions,  and  I  sin- 
erely  hope  that  you  will  he  able  to  support 
his  bill. 

With  kindest  personal  Regards,  I  am. 

Very  truly  yours,  J 

John  H.  Hoffman, 
Commissioner  of  Banking. 

ADDITIONAL  BENEFITS  FOR  CERTAIN 
POST  OFFICE!  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mh  President,  I  move 
;hat  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera- 
ion  of  Senate  bill  1772  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  benefits  for  certain  postmasters, 
officers,  and  employees  in  the  postal  field 
Service  with  respect  to  annual  and  sick 
eave,  longevityTpay,  compensatory  time, 
nd  promotion;  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion;  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
enate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S. 
772)  to  provide  additional  benefits  for 
ertain  postmasters,  officersHLand  em- 
loyees  in  the  postal  field  service  with 
respect  to  .annual  and  sick  leave,  lon¬ 
gevity  pay^f  compensatory  time,  and  pro¬ 
notion,  a^id  for  other  purpose^,  which 
dad  beenireported  by  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  with  amend¬ 
ments.  /  y\ 

/  EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
that  trie  Senate  proceed  to  the  const 
ition  of  executive  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideratio: 
executive  business. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  thei 
oe/no  reports  of  committees,  the  cleric 
fll  call  the  Executive  Calendar, 
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Ion  that  was  not  done  correctly  under 
7A.  This  bill  will  provide  the  neces- 
sarjt^authorization  to  complete  the  proj¬ 
ect  bjrthe  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield.  \ 

Mr.  RICHA.  Was  this  started  by  WPA 
without  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclataation? 

Mr.  D’EWARTS.  It  was  under  the 
WPA  program,  the  relief  program, 
started  several  years  ago.  I  am  not 
advised  as  to  that  particular  point. 

Mr.  RICH.  Does  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  now  recommend  that  the  proj¬ 
ects  be  completed? 

Mr.  D'EWART.  The  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  definitely  recomm^ds  the 
completion  of  the  project.  In  {act,  it 
is  about  two-thirds  or  three-quarters 
completed  now.  Without  this  author¬ 
ization  and  an  accompanying  bill  that 
is  in  the  agricultural  bill,  we  cannot 
complete  the  project.  The  one  that  is\ 
in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  to 
do  with  the  transfer  of  credits  with 


NThe  SPEAKER.  The  question  is 
reeing  to  the  conference  report. 
The  conference  report  was  agreed 


and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AMENDING  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIRE¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  MAY  29,  1930 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  call  up  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (H.  R.  2944)  to  amend  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  of  May  29,  1930, 
as  amended,  to  provide  survivorship 
benefits  for  widows  or  widowers  of  per¬ 
sons  retiring  under  such  act,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  j 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  | 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to  j 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten-  , 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, ; 
see  proceedings  of  the  House,  September  | 
26,1949.) 

on 

reeing  to  the  conference  report. 


and  homes  on  the  tract. 

Mr.  RICH.  Will  this  be  transferred 
to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  to  look 
after,  after  it  is  completed? 

Mr.  D’EWART.  It  will  be  transferred 
to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  repay¬ 
ment.  - 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  The  bill  has  been 
reported  unanimously  by  the  Committee 
on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  MARTIN'  of  Massachusetts.  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Murdock]? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  complete  the 
construction  of  Irrigation  facilities,  includ¬ 
ing  necessary  drainage  works,  on  the  first  and 
second  divisions  of  the  Buffalo  Rapids  proj¬ 
ect,  Montana,  as  approved  by  the  President 
under  authority  of  the  act  of  May  10,  1939 
(63  Stat.  685),  and  the  act  of  October  1 
1940  (54  Stat.  1119),  as  amended:  Provide 
That  of  the  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter 
expended  for  such  construction  an  anreunt 
equal  to  $60  per  irrigable  acre  as  dete^nined 
and  announced  by  the  Secretary  o^xhe  In¬ 
terior  upon  completion  of  the  project  shall 
be  reimbursable  by  the  water  users  over  a 
repayment  period  of  not  to  exafed  60  years, 
and  provision  for  the  recovery  thereof  and 
for  payment  of  the  operatUm  and  maintain., 
nance  costs  of  the  irrigalJbn  and  drainage 
features  of  the  project  jjfall  be  made  by  a 
contract  or  contracts ^satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Sec.  2.  To  carry  <aft  the  purposes  of  this 
act,  the  Secretary  the  Interior  is  hereby 
authorized  to  allot  any  moneys  available 
from  appropriarions  heretofore  made  to  the 
Department  oyfixe  Interior  for  “water  con¬ 
servation  airir  utility  projects”  and  “water 
conservation  and  utilization  projects,”  and 
there  is  h,0reby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  out  of 
any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  6uch  sums  of  money  as  may 
be  necessary  to  complete  the  project. 

■'The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
6ime,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 


[.oyees  I 

ADMIN- 


motion  to  reconsider  was 
the  Jkble. 

RELIED-OF  CERTAIN  FORMER  E: 

OF  THS  FOREIGN  ECONOMI 
ISTRA' 

Mr.  HOBBB.  Mr.  Speaker  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consenoto  take  Irons  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  H„  R.  195b,  for  the  relief 
of  certain  consultkntsiormerly  employed 
by  the  Technical  Industrial  Intelligence  j 
Committee  of  the  Ejft^eign  Economic  Ad¬ 
ministration,  an dr  fot,_  other  purposes,  | 
with  Senate  amendments,  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk^ead  the  title'W  the  bill.  f 
The  Clejdc  read  the  Senate  amend 
ments,  &sr follows: 

strike  out  lines  14  and\16  and) 


Page 
Insert 

“Sb6.  3.  No  certificate  or  statement  as  to , 
sug B  items  furnished  such  employees  shall  | 
bar  required  of  them:  Provided,  That  tfils  j 
ectlon  shall  not  be  construed  to  waive  the  • 
^filing  by  such  employees  of  any  certificate  j 
or  statement  required  to  be  submitted  un¬ 
der  existing  law  or  regulations  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  per  diem  allowances  exclusive  of 
such  items  as  defined  in  section  1.” 

Page  5,  line  9,  after  “items”,  insert  “and 
shall  be  made  within  1  year  after  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act.” 


The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
FOREIGN  AID  BILL 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up  the 
conference  report  on  the  bill,  H.  R.  4830, 
making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid, 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  be  read 
in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objeotion. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House, 


(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  28,  1949.) 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  RICH.  This  conference  report 
deals  with  the  bill  appropriating  money 
for  EGA,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RICH.  What  amount  have  the 
conferees  brought  back  to  the  House? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  shall  make  a  complete 
explanation  of  the  conference  report, 
and  I  now  yield  myself  20  minutes  for 
that  purpose. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  doubt  if 
there  has  been  a  single  bill  before  the 
Congress  this  session  that  has  been  de¬ 
liberated  as  carefully  as  the  measure  now 
before  you.  I  notice  from  the  papers  of 
yesterday  that  it  was  reported  that  the 
House  had  completely  capitulated  to  the 
Senate  and  that  the  conference  report  is 
a.  great  Senate  victory.  I  am  not  here  to 
claim  victory  for  either  side.  I  do  want 
to  say  to  the  House,  however,  that  your 
managers  did  not  capitulate  to  anybody. 
This  bill  has  been  in  conference  for  2 
months.  The  conferees  have  had  nu¬ 
merous  sessions.  I  think  the  results 
which  we  present  to  you  today  can  be 
called  an  honest  and  reasonable  com¬ 
promise  of  the  differences  betwen  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  contains  several 
items.  In  the  first  place  it  embraces  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Administration  for  the  last  half  of 
the  last  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1949. 
The  budget  request  for  that  quarter  was 
$1,074,000,000. 

When  the  bill  left  the  conference  that 
quarter  had  ended.  We  knew  the  exact 
expenditures.  They  consumed  approxi¬ 
mately  $1,074,000,000.  Therefore,  the 
Senate  made  no  changes  in  that  figure 
and  the  figure  as  it  appears  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  is  exactly  as  it  was  en¬ 
acted  by  the  House  and  approved  by  the 
Senate  without  any  change. 

The  next  item  was  appropriations  for 
the  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year  1950.  It  will 
be  recalled  that  the  House  cut  the  esti¬ 
mates  on  those  appropriations  approxi¬ 
mately  $600,000,000.  The  House  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  ECA  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950,  $3,568,470,000.  You  will  recall  that 
there  was  considerable  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  as  to  the  propriety 
of  cutting  the  funds  by  that  amount. 
We  finally  agreed  to  allow  the  funds  to 
remain  as  reported  out  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  with  a  cut  of  $600,000,000,  but  placed 
a  provision  in  the  bill  allowing  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  with  the  approval  of  the 
President,  to  spend  these  funds  within 
10  V2  months  if  it  became  necessary. 

When  the  bill  reached  the  Senate  that 
body  increased  those  figures  in  cash  ap¬ 
proximately  $60,000,000  and  made  a  cash 
appropriation  of  $3,568,380,000,  and,  in 
addition  to  that,  it  authorized  loans  from 
the  Treasury  of  $150,000,000.  Those 
Treasury  loans  will  be  advanced  to  the 
ECA  on  loans  that  the  ECA  makes  to 
these  countries  on  self-liquidating  proj- 
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ects,  or  at  least  on  security.  They  are 
really  loans. 

This  increased  the  House  figures  ap¬ 
proximately  $210,000,000,  but  the  Senate 
struck  out  of  the  bill  the  provision  per¬ 
mitting  the  Administrator  to  spend  these 
funds  in  10*4  months,  if  necessary,  so 
that  the  Senate  appropriation  was 
placed  entirely  on  a  12-month  basis. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  when  we  go  into 
the  conference  we  all  agreed  that  a  12- 
month  basis  was  preferable,  and  conse¬ 
quently  on  that  item  there  never  was  any 
real  dispute  as  to  those  funds.  The 
House  accepted  the  Senate  figures.  The 
real  dispute  came  over  two  items  in  the 
bill. 

You  will  recall  that  the  House  defi¬ 
nitely  instructed  its  managers  that  it 
should  insist  upon  abolition  of  the  so- 
called  watchdog  committee.  That  is  the 
joint  committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  which  was  created  last  year  to 
watch  the  activities  of  the  ECA.  That 
committee  had  allotted  to  it  last  year 
two  hundred  and  sixty  and  some  odd 
thousand  dollars.  They  asked  this  year 
for,  and  the  Senate  allotted  them,  $344,- 
000.  Your  conferees  felt  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  was  unnecessary.  The  House  felt 
that  it  was  unnecessary,  because  it  in¬ 
structed  us  to  fight  for  its  abolition.  I 
want  to  say  to  you  that  I  do  not  think 
any  managers  ever  carried  out  the  in¬ 
structions  of  the  House  with  greater 
force  than  did  your  managers  in  this 
instance,  but  we  finally  reached  an  im¬ 
passe,  and  we  got  to  a  point  where  this 
one  item  of  the  watchdog  committee  was 
blocking  any  agreement  upon  the  entire 
bill.  We  got  this  concession,  and  here  is 
what  we  decided  on.  Instead  of  giving 
them  $344,000  to  operate  on  next  year, 
we  in  this  bill  gave  them  $110,000  to  liq¬ 
uidate,  and  it  is  definitely  understood 
and  provided  and  written  into  the  bill 
that  the  committee  shall  liquidate  its  ac¬ 
tivities  as  of  June  30,  1950.  It  is  also 
definitely  understood  that  they  shall  liq¬ 
uidate  this  committee  next  year.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  you  just  cannot  abolish  this  com¬ 
mittee  overnight.  They  have  their 
agents  all  over  the  world,  in  Europe  and 
in  other  sections,  checking  up  on  the 
ECA.  Those  people  have  got  to  be 
brought  back  home.  The  affairs  of  the 
committee  have  got  to  be  settled  in  an 
orderly  manner.  We  feel  that  the 
amount  allowed  in  this  bill,  rather  than 
perpetuating  this  committee,  simply 
gives  it  an  opportunity  to  liquidate  its 
activities  in  an  orderly  process. 

There  was  one  other  feature  in  this 
bill  over  which  there  was  some  contro¬ 
versy,  and  there  it  was  not  a  question  of 
the  amount.  It  was  more  a  question  of 
the  principle  involved.  The  Senate  had 
put  in  a  clause  providing  that  $25,000  of 
the  appropriation  might  be  used  to  re¬ 
survey  of  that  entire  question.  The 
in  Germany.  That,  today,  is  one  of  the 
most  highly  controversial  questions  in 
the  entire  European  situation.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  a  survey  was  made  by  Gen¬ 
eral  Clay  when  he  was  in  charge  in  Ger¬ 
many.  They  decided  that  certain  plants 
should  be  dismantled.  When  we  created 
the  ECA,  the  Congress  insisted  on  a  re¬ 
survey  of  that  entire  question.  The 
Economic  Administrator,  Mr.  Hoffman, 


appointed  one  of  the  ablest  committees 
that  he  could  find  in  this  country  to  go 
over  and  make  a  study.  That  committee 
went  over  and  made  a  study;  it  made  a 
report.  The  United  States  alone  does 
not  control  that  problem.  It  is  a  problem 
that  has  to  be  decided  in  conference  with 
Great  Britain  and  with  France.  But,  as 
the  result  of  this  resurvey  a  new  agree¬ 
ment  was  entered  into,  whereby  159 
plants  that  had  been  previously  ordered 
to  be  dismantled  were  permitted  to  re¬ 
main.  Now,  as  to  the  $25,000  that  was 
put  into  this  bill,  it  was  doubtful  under 
this  language  whether  it  would  require 
the  ECA  to  go  back  and  make  a  resurvey. 
If  it  is  necessary,  it  ought  to  be  done. 
But,  the  House  conferees  felt  that  this 
was  largely  an  administrative  matter 
and  that  the  House  should  not  dictate  to 
the  ECA  officials  as  to  what  they  should 
do  in  this  matter;  consequently,  we 
finally  agreed  upon  the  language  which 
reads  as  follows:  “of  which  not  more 
than  $25,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  any  further  action  he 
may  consider  advisable  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  section  115  (f)  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  April  19,  1949.” 

That  means  that  we  appropriate  the 
$25,000,  but  we  leave  it  entirely  within 
the  discretion  of  the  Administrator  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  shall  be  used,  and  as  to 
whether  the  resurvey  shall  be  made. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  Since  the  report  that  was 
made  in  reference  to  the  dismantling  of 
these  plants,  if  we  do  not  have  the  real 
authority  to  prohibit  that,  are  they 
working  with  Great  Britain  and  France 
now  to  permit  them  to  let  those  plants 
remain? 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  a  very  live  ques¬ 
tion  in  Europe  at  the  present  time.  I 
can  assure  the  gentleman  that  the  State 
Department,  the  ECA,  and  all  the  agen¬ 
cies  dealing  with  foreign  aid  are  giving 
their  best  attention  to  it  and  collaborat¬ 
ing  with  Great  Britain  and  France  with 
reference  to  its  proper  solution. 

Mr.  RICH.  This  committee  that  you 
have  watching  the  spending  of  this 
money - 

Mr.  GARY.  Not  that  we  have;  that 
the  Senate  has. 

Mr.  RICH.  You  are  going  to  liquidate 
that  committee? 

Mr.  GARY.  Yes. 

Mr.  RICH.  Was  not  the  committee  of 
any  service  in  trying  to  keep  from 
squandering  the  money  that  we  have 
given  to  these  people  for  certain  pur¬ 
poses? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  House  subcommittee 
that  handled  this  bill  and  others  in  the 
House  have  been  unable  to  see  that  any 
benefits  at  all  have  been  derived  from 
that  committee.  For  that  reason,  we  in¬ 
sisted  upon  its  abolition,  and  the  House 
sustained  us,  because  we  had  a  vote  on 
it  in  the  House  and  the  managers  were 
instructed  to  insist  that  the  committee  be 
abolished. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  gentleman  is  satisfied 
now  that  the  Director  of  ECA  is  spend¬ 


ing  this  money  to  advantage,  but  to  the 
advantage  of  whom? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  personally  am  satisfied 
that  he  is  spending  this  money  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  United  States  and  of 
world  recovery.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
person  for  whom  I  have  greater  respect, 
particularly  as  to  his  ability,  than  Mr. 
Hoffman,  who  is  the  Administrator  of  the 
ECA.  I  think  he  has  an  exceptionally 
efficient  organization.  He  has  able  staff 
members.  In  my  judgment  he  is  doing 
a  magnificent  job  in  the  administration 
of  these  funds. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  understand  the  sum 
total  is  $3,628,000. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  have  not  finished.  I 
have  several  other  items  to  discuss.  Then 
I  will  give  the  sum  total. 

Mr.  RICH.  That  is  to  be  spent  in 
either  IOV2  months  or  12  months,  as  the 
Administrator  sees  fit? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  10  V2  months  provi¬ 
sion  is  out.  It  is  now  for  12  months. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  When 
the  Select  Committee  on  Foreign  Aid 
came  back  from  Germany  and  Austria 
they  made  a  specific  recommendation 
with  reference  to  this  dismantling  pro¬ 
gram.  Following  that  the  House  adopted 
a  resolution  of  inquiry  which  went  into 
this  matter,  and  they  did  that  after  get¬ 
ting  some  unsatisfactory  responses.  I 
am  a  little  surprised  to  find  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  says  that  it  is  now  made  permis¬ 
sive  rather  than  mandatory  to  continue 
this  survey  of  this  dismantling  program. 

We  used  to  have  an  expression  out  our 
way  that  he  who  pays  the  fiddler  calls  the 
tune.  I  am  disturbed  to  have  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  say  that  the  United 
States  cannot  exercise  a  very  potent  voice 
in  this  dismantling  program.  We  put  up 
SO  percent  of  the  dollar  cost  that  Britain 
had  when  we  took  over  the  English  zone. 
In  addition  to  taking  that  over,  here  we 
provide  this  whole  program  of  foreign 
aid.  I  am  unable  to  understand  why  we 
cannot  specifically  say  that  the  dismant¬ 
ling  program,  which  interferes  with  the 
recovery  of  western  Europe  and  increases 
the  bill  that  we  pay,  shall  be  suspended. 

Mr.  GARY.  The  gentleman  mis¬ 
quoted  me.  I  did  not  say  the  United 
States  did  not  have  a  potent  voice.  I 
said  it  was  a  matter  to  be  decided  in 
agreement  with  Great  Britain  and 
France.  There  have  been  numerous 
conferences  on  the  subject.  I  think  the 
problem  will  be  worked  out  to  the  entire 
satisfaction  of  all  parties.  Certainly, 
insofar  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  the  pro¬ 
vision  which  has  been  written  into  the 
bill  by  the  conferees  will  permit  that  to 
be  done. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  What 
assurance  did  the  gentleman  get  from 
Mr.  Hoffman  as  to  the  policy  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed?  Is  the  Humphrey  committee 
continued? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  committee  got  no 
assurances.  It  asked  Mr.  Hoffman  for 
no  assurances  with  respect  to  this  matter. 
It  has  to  be  handled  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  ECA,  that  is,  by  the  new  United 
States  Administrator  in  Germany,  Mr. 
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McCloy.  Mr.  McCloy  has  just  taken 
over  his  duties  in  Germany  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows,  and  he  ought  to  have  time 
to  study  the  question.  It  also  involves 
matters  in  which  the  State  Department 
is  interested.  We  did  not  feel  that  the 
Congress  should  attempt  to  dictate  to 
those  agencies  as  to  how  they  shall  settle 
their  problems.  We  felt  that  we  should 
give  them  the  means  whereby  they  can 
use  their  facilities  for  settling  them 
amicably  and  properly. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Under 
the  ECA  Act  and  in  the  resolution  of 
inquiry  adopted  by  the  House  we  did 
attempt  to  say  to  them  what  they  should 
do. 

Mr.  GARY.  And  that  has  been  done. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  We  did 
not  leave  it  to  them. 

Mr.  GARY.  That  has  been  done.  A 
survey  was  made  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  law.  A  report  was 
made  and  a  new  agreement  was  per¬ 
fected.  If  we  continue  to  agree  with 
the  other  nations  and  then  go  back  and 
continuously  insist  on  a  review  of  those 
agreements,  soon  the  United  States  will 
be  labeled  abroad,  along  with  Russia 
and  other  countries,  as  a  nation  that 
will  not  stick  by  its  agreements.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  do  not  want  that  to  happen. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  But  that 
should  not  prevent  us  from  seeking  mod¬ 
ifications  of  the  Potsdam  agreement  and 
any  other  agreements  as  conditions 
change.  In  fact,  this  whole  business  of 
our  putting  up  these  funds  for  European 
aid  and  recovery  in  western  Germany  is 
a  change  from  first  agreements. 

Mr.  GARY.  Those  are  matters  for  the 
administration  to  determine. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Is  this  $25,000  to 
be  used  at  the  discretion  of  Mr.  Hoffman, 
or  of  Commissioner  McCloy,  or  at  the 
discretion  of  both  those  gentlemen? 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  out  of  Mr.  Hoffman’s 
appropriation,  and  therefore  it  must  be 
used  at  the  discretion  of  Mr.  Hoffman. 

But,  may  I  say  to  the  gentlewoman 
that  Mr.  Hoffman  and  Mr.  McCloy  and 
the  State  Department  are  all  collaborat¬ 
ing  very  closely  and  working  together  in 
the  handling  of  this  very,  very  difficult 
problem. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Are  the  other 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  satis¬ 
fied  that  Great  Britain  has  stuck  to  her 
part  of  the  agreements  on  the  dismantl¬ 
ing  program? 

Mr.  GARY.  That  is  a  problem  which 
our  committee  did  not  go  into. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  think  that 
problem  should  have  been  gone  into. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  the  $25,000  provision 
for  entertainment  still  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  GARY.  So  far  as  I  know  there  has 
been  no  question  raised  as  to  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then  it  is  still  in  the  bill; 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GARY.  It  is  still  in  the  bill. 
There  has  not  been  any  question  raised 
on  that  item. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania,  with  reference  to  the  total 


figures :  In  addition  to  the  items  which  I 
have  mentioned,  the  bill,  as  passed  by 
the  House  voted  $50,000,000  for  aid  to 
Greece  and  Turkey.  The  other  body  cut 
that  to  $45,000,000.  We  agreed  to  the 
figures  of  the  Senate  and  the  amount 
recommended  by  the  conferees  is  $45,- 
000,000.  The  other  item  is  for  govern¬ 
ment  and  relief  in  the  occupied  areas, 
what  is  known  in  common  parlance  as 
GARIOA.  That  is  for  the  support  of  the 
government  in  Germany  and  Japan. 
The  House  voted  for  that  item  the  sum 
of  $925,000,000.  The  other  body  voted 
$900,000,000.  We  split  the  difference  on 
that  item  and  the  conferees’  report  con¬ 
tains  the  recommendation  of  $912,500,- 
000.  In  addition  to  that  there  is  one 
item  in  the  bill  in  reappropriation  of 
$4,000,000  for  the  education  of  Chinese 
students,  making  a  total,  including  the 
$150,000,000  loan,  of  $5,813,740,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr._TABER] . 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  l  am  going 
to  tell  a  few  things  that  this  conference 
report  does,  first,  and  then  I  am  going 
to  tell  you  just  exactly  what  I  think 
about  the  situation. 

On  the  first  amendment  there  is 
agreement,  $110,000  for  the  continuance, 
over  the  next  9  months,  of  the  Joint 
Investigating  Committee.  That  com¬ 
mittee  has  done  a  great  deal  toward 
keeping  the  ECA  within  bounds  and 
having  them  comply  with  the  law.  It 
initiated  the  investigation  of  the  Ger¬ 
man  steel  situation,  which  finally  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  appointment  of  the  Hum¬ 
phries  committee.  That  saved  probably 
close  to  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  steel 
plants  in  Germany.  The  committee 
first  sent  over  Mr.  Wolfe,  the  chief  rep-  - 
resentative  in  Europe  of  the  United 
States  Steel  Corp.  He  made  a  very 
careful  investigation  of  the  situation. 
That  was  followed  by  the  Humphries 
committee.  What  has  been  saved  has 
come  directly  from  the  operations  of 
that  committee. 

f  The  first  item  of  $1,074,000,000  was  not 
in  dispute. 

The  next  item,  amendment  No.  3,  the 
Senate  figure  was  agreed  to,  adding  $60,- 
000,000  to  the  over-all  figure  of  $3,568,- 
470,000. 

Amendment  No.  5  provides  the  $25,000 
that  would  permit  the  Administrator  to 
go  further  into  the  question  of  dis¬ 
mantling.  I  am  satisfied  that  those  at 
the  head  of  the  ECA  and  the  head  of 
our  representation  in  Germany  at  the 
present  time  realize  that  the  dismantling 
performance  ought  to  be  stopped,  and 
that  Germany  ought  to  be  put  on  a  self- 
sustaining  basis  just  as  soon  as  she  can 
be.  We  should  not  permit  dismantling 
and  then  send  money  over  there  to  re¬ 
place  the  things  that  have  been  dis¬ 
mantled.  That  does  not  make  sense  in 
the  slightest  degree. 

Amendment  No.  6  continues  the  opera¬ 
tion  absolutely  for  a  year,  without  the 
10  Vz -month  provision  that  was  written 
in  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  7  is  in  disagreement. 
That  adds  $150,000,000  to  the  over-all 
funds  available,  and  it  is  to  be  used  for 
loans.  It  is  absolutely  unnecessary,  be¬ 
cause  they  can  make  loans  out  of  the 


funds  that  are  already  provided.  The 
picture  is  this:  During  17  months,  down 
to  the  end  of  August,  the  total  shipments 
by  ECA  to  these  countries  was  $4,872,- 
000,000.  That  means  $286,000,000  a 
month.  The  appropriations  carried  in 
this  bill  for  ECA  including  this  $150,- 
000,000,  makes  $4,852,000,000  to  cover 
what  is  called  the  period  of  15  months. 
That  means  $323,000,000  a  month,  or 
$37,000,000  a  month  more  than  they  have 
been  spending  before,  which  is  perfectly 
ridiculous,  because  this  program  was  laid 
out  on  a  4-year  basis  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  it  would  be  tapered  off 
after  the  first  period  was  over.  Instead 
of  tapering  off  we  are  adding,  if  this 
thing  goes  through,  $37,000,000  of  ship¬ 
ments  a  month,  or  nearly  $450,000,000 
for  the  period.  That  means  that  if  this 
thing  was  going  to  be  done  on  a  straight¬ 
forward  basis  that  we  ought  not  to  be 
adding  all  that  money  now. 

There  is  involved  here  not  only  this 
money,  but  also  this  amendment  in  dis¬ 
agreement;  there  is  involved  this  whole 
situation  as  to  whether  or  not  they  shall 
be  given  so  much  money  that  the  money 
will  be  spent  by  the  Administrator  to 
maintain  that  Socialistic  party  in  power 
in  Great  Britain.  At  the  present  time 
the  British  are  spending  $2,000,000,000  a 
year  for  food  subsidies,  and  they  are 
spending  $1,000,000,000  a  year  for  social¬ 
ized  medicine;  and  it  all  comes  back  on 
our  necks  and  the  necks  of  our  taxpay¬ 
ers.  What  are  we  going  to  do?  We  are 
scheduled  at  the  present  time  according 
to  the  latest  Treasury  statement,  with 
a  deficit  for  the  first  3  months  of  this 
fiscal  year  of  $1,394,000,000,  which  means 
a  deficit  of  $5,500,000,000  for  the  year. 
There  are  just  two  ways  this  deficit  can 
be  overcome.  One  is  by  reduction  in  ap¬ 
propriations  and  greater  care  on  the  part 
of  Congress  in  providing  funds  to  be 
spent;  the  other  is  by  increasing  taxes. 
Let  me  say  to  you  that  the  biggest  part 
of  those  taxes  and  that  tax  increase  has 
got  to  come  out  of  a  reduction  in  the 
exemption  granted  to  individuals  and 
an  increase  in  the  tax  that  will  come  out 
of  withholding  money  from  the  pay  rolls 
of  the  poor  people.  You  can  bleed  the 
rich  to  a  certain  extent,  but  in  order  to 
meet  a  $5,000,000,000  deficit  you  have 
got  to  bleed  the  poor  as  well,  and  the 
biggest  part  of  hte  take  will  come  out 
of  the  poor.  That  is  the  situation  that 
we  are  in  at  this  time.  It  seems  to  me 
that  we  should  begin  to  be  careful  about 
the  amounts  of  money  we  provide,  that 
we  should  refuse  this  $150,000,000  that  is 
involved  in  the  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment  and  which  will  come  up  after  the 
conference  report  lias  been  acted  on 
where  the  increase  involved  in  ECA  is 
$60,000,000.  Personally  I  shall  vote 
against  the  conference  report  on  the 
whole  thing. 

I  shall  not  ask  for  a  roll  call  because 
it  is  a  small  item  that  is  involved,  but 
when  it  comes  to  the  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  disagreement  which  involves  the 
$150,000,000  I  am  going  to  ask  for  a  roll 
call  on  that  because  I  believe  we  ought 
to  turn  it  down  here  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
has  expired. 


13814 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


September  29 


Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  five  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin.  What  ef¬ 
fect,  if  any,  will  the  devaluation  of  the 
foreign  currencies  have  upon  this  whole 
program  Is  it  going  to  take  less  dollars 
now  to  furnish  the  things  that  they  are 
buying? 

Mr.  TABER.  If  they  will  come  to,  over 
In  these  countries,  and  not  try  to  increase 
costs,  it  will  enable  them  to  purchase 
more,  but  they  have  got  to  have  a  differ¬ 
ent  attitude  toward  the  whole  thing. 
Great  Britain  has  been  the  major  manu¬ 
facturer  of  textile  machinery,  the  very 
best  that  there  was,  but  her  own  plants 
have  not  been  equipped  with  that  ma¬ 
chinery.  In  other  words,  she  has  allowed 
her  plants  to  run  down  instead  of  keeping 
them  up.  She  has  been  spending  her 
money  on  developing  a  welfare  state  and 
a  socialistic  program.  They  have  not  in 
good  faith  gone  ahead  and  rehabilitated 
their  industry  and  their  general  situation 
and  that  is  what  the  ECA  should  insist  on 
right  along  with  every  dollar  that  is  spent 
over  there  instead  of  frittering  it  away  on 
things  that  destroy  them  and  destroy 
the  morale  of  their  people. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  has  just  made  a  challenging, 
an  unanswerable  argument  and  state¬ 
ment  of  fact.  I  wonder  if  this  matter 
could  be  referred  to  the  people  of  this 
country  in  a  referendum  whether  or  not 
there  would  be  enough  votes  in  favor  of 
a  thing  like  this — a  monstrosity,  an  out¬ 
rage  upon  the  American  people — to  wad 
a  shotgun? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  we  are  going  to  have  a  $5,- 
500,000,000  deficit,  as  the  gentleman 
stated,  I  am  wondering  what  the  deficits 
of  these  countries  are  going  to  be  which 
we  are  aiding?  Perhaps  our  deficit  is 
larger  than  theirs  and  appropriating 
money  for  this  purpose  is  like  the  blind 
leading  the  blind.  I  am  just  wondering 
how  long  the  American  people  can  con¬ 
tinue  with  this  type  of  program. 

Mr.  TABER.  We  are  going  to  be  blind 
unless  we  stop  this  sort  of  business. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

Mr.  GARY.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Jennings],  who 
spoke  about  a  referendum  whether  he 
has  forgotten  the  referendum  of  last 
fall? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  That  was  not  a  ref¬ 
erendum  on  a  cockeyed  scheme  like  this. 

Mr.  TABER.  You  will  get  plenty  of 
referendum  about  the  time  you  increase 
the  taxes  and  rob  the  poor  of  the  money 
that  it  takes  to  carry  on  this  perfor¬ 
mance. 


Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  -The  Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  1:  Page  1,  line  7, 
insert :  . 

‘‘Legislative  Branch 

i 

“senate 

“ Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate 

“Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation :  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public 
Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per 
diem  and  subsistence  expenses,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  ap¬ 
proved  June  9,  1949,  $344,000:  Provided,  That 
this  appropriation  shall  be  available  from 
and  including  July  1,  1949,  for  the  purpose 
provided  herein.  All  obligations  incurred 
during  the  period  between  July  1,  1949,  and 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act  in 
anticipation  of  such  appropriation  are  hereby 
ratified  and  confirmed  if  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  hereof.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gary  moves  that  the  House  recede  from 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1  and  concur  in  the  same 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

“Legislative  Branch 
.  “senate 

" Contingent  expenses  of  the  Senate 

“Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic 
Cooperation :  For  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coop¬ 
eration,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended  by  Public 
Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per 
diem  and  subsistence  expenses,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  ap¬ 
proved  June  9,  1949,  from  October  2,  1949,  to 
June  30,  1950,  $110,000:  Provided,  That  the 
amount  herein  appropriated  shall  include  all 
expenses  necessary  to  liquidate  the  affairs 
of  the  Joint  Committee  not  later  than  June 
30,  1950.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  7:  Page  5,  line  1, 
insert:  “:  Provided  further,  That  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from 
time  to  time  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  for 
purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in 
an  amount  not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate 
$150,000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allocating 
funds  during  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export- 
Import  Bank'  of  Washington  for  assistance 
on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of  said 
act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of 
section  111  (c)  of  said  act  shall,  to  the  extent 
applicable,  be  applicable  to  the  notes  author¬ 
ized  to  be  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all 
functions  of  the  Administrator,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  Washington  in  extending  the  as¬ 
sistance  provided  for  herein.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  and  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  see 
no  reason  for  the  adoption  of  this  addi¬ 


tional  $150,000,000.  Without  it,  we  will 
have  $4,702,000,000,  or  $323,000,000  a 
month,  to  ship  over  the  15 -month  pe¬ 
riod,  from  the  1st  of  last  April  to  the 
30th  of  next  June.  Previous  shipments 
have  amounted  to  $286,000,000,  on  the 
average,  a  month.  That  means  that 
without  this  amendment  there  will  be  in 
this  period  an  increase  of  $27,000,000  a 
month  over  the  previous  period.  If  you 
add  this  $150,000,000  onto  the  bill,  it 
means  an  increase  up  to  $333,000,000 
from  $286,000,000,  average,  or  $37,000,000 
a  month  increase. 

Now,  I  have  been  willing  to  meet  any 
reasQnable  obligations  that  we  have  to 
help  the  rest  of  the  world  in  distress,  as 
well  as  former  allies,  or  prospective  allies 
should  hostilities  occur,  but  unreasonable 
figures  I  cannot  support.  I  am,  there¬ 
fore,  going  to  ask  for  a  roll  call  on  this 
motion.  I  hope  that  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  will  get  to  the  point  where  they 
will  realize  the  necessity  for  economy  if 
the  United  States  is  going  to  survive  right 
side  up.  We  cannot  go  on  with  con¬ 
tinued  deficit  spending  and  unbridled 
grants  of  money  that  there  is  absolutely 
no  excuse  for.  I  hope  the  House  will 
reject  this  additional  $150,000,000  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
[Mr.  Miller]. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  it  seems  to  me  the  Members  of  the 
House  ought  to  support  this  attempt  to 
cut  $150,000,000  from  this  bill.  I  say 
this  because  these  so-called  loans  are  a 
fake  and  farce.  Why  borrow  money 
when  you  can  get  it  for  nothing? 

Let  us  together  survey  the  spending 
on  the  foreign  aid  program  in  this 
country  since  the  end  of  the  war. 
Through  23  different  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams  we  have  spent  $35,000,000,000  of 
the  people’s  money.  I  just  figured  up  this 
morning  what  it  means  to  the  little  town 
of  Grand  Island,  Nebr.,  with  20,000 
people.  It  means  they  have  bonded 
themselves  for  nearly  $5,000,000.  Many 
towns  are  hesitant  about  bonding  them¬ 
selves  for  $50,000  or  $100,000  for  swim¬ 
ming  pools  or  schools  or  public  improve¬ 
ments,  yet  we  here  in  Congress  without 
any  hesitation  bond  our  people,  and  be¬ 
lieve  me  it  is  a  bond,  a  debt  they  cannot 
escape. 

Does  anyone  in  this  House  think  your 
people  in  a  city  of  20,000  would  vote  a 
bond  of  $5,000,000  to  send  aid  across  the 
seas?  They  recognize  they  must  help 
people,  and  they  do.  When  the  Friend¬ 
ship  Train  went  through  Nebraska  and 
throughout  the  country  people  con¬ 
tributed  large  amounts,  and  they  would 
do  so  again,  for  those  who  are  hungry 
and  in  need  of  clothing  and  medicine. 
But  this  type  of  program  cannot  go  on 
forever. 

Since  the  end  of  the  war  we  have  spent 
$177,000,000,000  in  running  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  That  is  more  than  our  Govern¬ 
ment  cost  us  in  the  first  152  years  of  cur 
existence.  Yes;  we  are  spending  three 
and  one-third  billions  a  month.  That  is 
more  than  the  Civil  War  cost  us  in  4 
years.  Yes;  during  that  first  152  years 
we  have  had  several  wars  and  depres¬ 
sions.  Oh,  we  can  spend  ourselves  into 
destruction,  we  can  knock  ourselves  out 
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In  our  own  gymnasium.  The  power  to 
tax  is  the  power  to  destroy.  I  tell  you 
that  my  people  at  home  are  looking  at 
Congress  and  asking  that  we  spend  less 
money. 

Half  of  our  budget  is  military  spend¬ 
ing  and  foreign  aid  programs,  about 
$23,000,000,000.  In  1939,  when  we 
thought  we  were  preparing  for  war,  we 
were  spending  less  than  $1,000,000,000  on 
the  military.  Today  it  is  $15,000,000,000 
or  $16  000,000,000.  There  was  no  for¬ 
eign-aid  program  then.  Where  are  you 
going  to  end?  Are  you,  as  representa¬ 
tives  of  your  people,  going  to  continually 
vote  large  sums  of  money  which  finally 
will  result  in  spending  ourselves  into  de¬ 
struction? 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  bleeding  ourselves 
white.  We  just  cannot  waste  our  re¬ 
sources  all  over  the  world  with  no  prom¬ 
ise  of  a  fair  return. 

We  will  have  a  deficit  this  year  of  five- 
billion-plus  dollars — more  than  all  the 
nations  we  seek  to  help.  It  is  like  the 
blind  leading  the  blind. 

I  shall  support  the  effort  to  cut  the 
amount  of  this  bill  and  will  then  vote 
against  EGA.  I  feel  we  cannot  risk  this 
spending.  We  face  bankruptcy. 

CALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  McGRATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 


The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


Abbltt 

[Roll  No.  206] 

Evlns 

McMillan,  S.  C. 

Allen.  Ill. 

Feighan 

McMlllen,  Ill. 

Allen,  La. 

Fellows 

McSweeney 

Bailey 

Fernandez 

Mack,  Ill. 

Baring 

Flood 

Macy 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Fulton 

Mansfield 

Beall 

Furcolo 

Marcantonio 

Bland 

Garmatz 

Martin,  Iowa 

Blatnik 

Gathings 

Morrison 

Boggs,  Del. 

Gilmer 

Multer 

Boggs,  La. 

Goodwin 

Murphy 

Bolling 

Gore 

Norblad 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Granahan 

Norton 

Bonner 

Green 

O'Konski 

Bosorfe 

Gregory 

Pfeifer, 

Boykin 

Hall 

Joseph  L. 

Bramblett 

Leonard  W. 

Pfeiffer, 

Brooks 

Hand 

William  L. 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Harden 

Philbin 

Bulwink'.e 

Hare 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Burke 

Harvey 

Poage 

Burnside 

Hays,  Ohio 

Powell 

Byrne.  N.  Y. 

Hebert 

Rains 

Carlyle 

Hedrick 

Ramsav 

Celler 

Hefferan 

Reed,  Ill. 

Chatham 

Heller 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Chudoff 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Rlbicoff 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

v  Hope 

Richards 

Corbett 

Horan 

Riehlman 

Coudert 

Howell 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Crawford 

Huber 

Roosevelt 

Crosser 

Irving 

Sadowski 

Dague 

Javlts 

Scott,  Hardie 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

Kearns 

Scott, 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Kennedy 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Dawson 

Keogh 

Short 

Deane 

King 

Smathers 

Dlngell 

Klein 

Smith,  Ohio 

Donohue 

Kunkel 

Staggers 

Douglas 

Lane 

Steed 

Eaton 

Latham 

Tauriello 

Eberharter 

Lichtenwalter 

Taylor 

Elston 

Lodge 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Engle,  Calif. 

Lovre 

Towe 

Vinson  Willis  Wood 

Walter  Withrow  Woodhouse 

Whitaker  Wolcott  Worley 

White,  Idaho  Wolverton 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  294 
Members  answered  to  their  names,  a 
quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

FOREIGN  AID 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
assure  the  membership  that  I  had  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  this  roll  call.  I  also  want 
to  say  that  talking  economy  in  Govern¬ 
ment  is  just  about  like  pouring  a  glass  of 
water  over  Hoover  Dam.  You  know,  a 
winner  never  quits  and  a  quitter  never 
wins,  so  let  us  hope  we  will  get  some  place 
now  on  this  bill  and  this,  conference 
report.  Let  us  get  some  economy  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  goodness’  sake.  Anything 
you  can  save  ought  to  be  a  welcome  dollar 
to  the  American  taxpayer.  When  you 
come  to  realize  that  you  have  given  to 
foreign  countries  over  $92,000,000,000  in 
the  last  10  years  and  that  you  will  never 
get  any  of  it  back,  it  seems  to  me  you 
Members  of  Congress  that  voted  for  all 
that  money  ought  to  be  ashamed  of  your¬ 
selves.  You  ought  to  think  of  your  tax¬ 
payers  and  the  poor  fellows,  who  pay  the 
bill  when  they  start  to  weep  some  of  these 
days.  Stalin  said  a  few  years  ago,  “The 
way  America  is  going  to  wreck  itself  is  by 
spending  itself  to  death.”  I  think  we  are 
doing  a  pretty  good  job  in  that  respect, 
and  if  he  is  not  right  I  will  be  fooled,  be¬ 
cause  something  has  got  to  stop  you. 

What  are  you  doing  here  today?  You 
have  a  conference  report  here  where  you 
are  going  to  spend  $6,000,000,000  more 
for  people  in  foreign  countries.  Do  you 
not  think  it  is  about  time  for  you  to  look 
after  the  American  people  and  stay  back 
home  and  tend  to  your  own  business?  I 
certainly  do. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Did  not 
the  House  look  after  that  pretty  well 
yesterday  and  the  day  before? 

Mr.  RICH.  The  House  has  tried  to 
look  after  them  some,  but  we  have  a 
body  on  the  other  side  of  the  Capitol  that 
is  bringing  over  so  many  appropriations 
and  increasing  them  for  these  foreign- 
aid  elements  we  cannot  stand  it.  There 
is  a  limit  to  spending.  Yesterday  you 
passed  a  bill  carrying  $1,400,000,000  to 
arm  the  countries  of  the  world.  That 
was  terrible.  You  who  voted  for  that, 
wait  until  your  people  back  home  get 
after  you  for  that.  You  talk  peace  but 
get  us  in  another  war.  Now  you  are 
going  to  spend  $6,000,000,000  more  here 
for  foreign  aid,  when  we  need  to  take 
care  of  our  own  people.  It  just  is  not 
right.  It  just  does  not  make  sense.  It 
is  not  just.  We  cannot  stand  more  taxes, 
but  you  will  force  more  on  our  people. 

I  hope  you  will  wake  up  pretty  soon, 
or  else  I  hope  that  the  people  of  this 
country,  if  they  want  to  look  after  their 


country  and  continue  with  the  American 
form  of  government,  will  wake  up. 
America  must  get  some  economy  in  our 
Government  soon  or  it  is  a  wreck  ahead. 

I  know  the  Members  of  the  House  do 
not  want  to  hear  me  say  these  things 
but  I  think  it  is  my  duty.  You  are  tired 
of  listening  to  talk  about  economy,  and 
I  do  not  blame  you  for  that,  but  I  v/ant 
to  get  you  to  realize  your  responsibilities. 
Cannot  the  Members  of  Congress  realize 
that  the  Treasury  Department  today  has 
an  indebtedness  of  $256,000,000,000? 
Last  year  at  this  time  it  was  $251,000,- 
000,000.  You  are  taking  this  country  on 
the  greatest  joy  ride  any  nation  ever  had. 
This  is  the  greatest  spending  adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  history  of  the  world.  Stop 
it,  stop  it,  stop  it  I  say.  You  are  wreck¬ 
ing  our  Nation. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman], 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  in  the  Record  following 
the  disposition  of  this  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such 
time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Stefan], 

f  CARLOS  P.  SOliULQ  ... i»OHH—  -AtiO  gAmiOT-- 

|[r.  Speaker,  less  than  p 
neral  Assembly  of  thaf 
ted,  a  member  of  tb# 
he  ‘Republic  of  tab 
de  over  their  currant 
lerations.  The  jfew 
m  overwhelmingjma- 
long  them  was«nore 
confidence  thJm  the 
:y  gave  the  highest 
•  power.  TJfet  man 
ulo.  i 

o” — as  mafcy  of  us 
d  is,  at  ope  and  the 
phet  an#  a  patriot, 
traits  were  so  well 
igeous#haracter  that 
ociatap  could  not  tell 
ende#  and  where  the 
M 

When  he  looks  ^,o\^n  from  his  chair 
ipon  the  represenfotives  of  the  most 
powerful  nations  of  She  world,  he  is  not 
done.  His  spirit\jal\  forefathers  are 
Deside  him — Sergfo  ©smefia,  Manuel 
Quezon,  Jose  Rfzal.  Vheir  examples 
ead  him.  Theirmspirakon  impels  him. 
Knowing  that-?yes,  and  knowing  him — 
sve  Americans/can  count  ourselves  for- 
;unate  indeed  that  General^Romulo  has 
peen  given  tjlie  position  of  responsibility 
which  he  SQfi-ichly  deserves.  \ 

He  left/Bataan  among  t%  last  to 
escape  thb  ruthless  violence  of 'aggressor 
Japan.  jHe  would  have  given  Miything 
be  had  ff  only  he  could  have  staked  be¬ 
hind  .with  Wainwright’s  heroeii  and 
with  Jilis  own  beloved  people.  He  Vould 
have'  gone  willingly  on  the  Marbh  of 
De^th.  Instead,  he  left  the  Ph^p- 
piijes — his  .  ultimate  destination,  l|ie 
United  States.  Carlos  Romulo  had  ma^e 
his  choice.  He  elected  to  lead  his  pec* 
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pie  on  the  March  of  Life.  The  years , 
which  have  intervened  between  the? 
tragedy  of  Bataan  and  his  latest  triumph 
haye  proved  the  inherent  rightness  of  his 
choice. 

During  General  Romulo’s  enforced 
exile,  his  mind  and  his  heart  were  neyer 
idle!  Book  after  book  emerged  fromjhis 
tireless  typewriter.  The  American  peo¬ 
ple  read  them.  Magazine  articles  which 
he  wrote  found  their  way  into  milliohs  of 
American  homes.  His  eloquence  charmed 
American  ears  from  Portland  to  Pensa¬ 
cola.  Our  own  writers,  our  own  orators, 
were  telling  their  countrymen  that  this 
was  a  global  war.  Unfortunately — to 
most  of  them,  "then,  as  it  is  to  all  too 
many  nbw — Europe  was  their  globe. 
Romulo  made  the  American  people  face 
east.  It  is  to  his  credit,  not  to(Ours,  that 
what  he  d^d  was  almost  a  one-man  job. 

Romulo’s  words,  written  and  spoken, 
were  prophecy.  But,  when  lie  splashed 
through  the  surf  to  Leyte  with  General 
Douglas  MacArthur,  his  deeds  were  the 
deeds  of  a  patriot.  In  the  campaign 
which  followed  he  consecrated  his  body 
to  the  liberation  of  the  Philippines  even 
as  he  had  formerly  devoted  his  mind  and 
his  talents  to  the  same  high  cause.  His 
hand  helped  raise  Manila,  the  Pearl  of 
the  Orient,  phoenix-like  from  her  own 
ashes.  His  keen  judgment  went  far  to¬ 
ward  setting  his  fine  people  on  the  road 
to  recovery,  the  pathway  to  peace. 

This  prophet,  this  patriot,  came  back 
to  the  United  States  after  the  war  as  a 
distinguished  official  of  his  free  Nation. 
None  of  us  who  saw,  jfaho  heard,  will  ever 
forget  how  Americans  received  him.  A 
hundred  thousand  Americans  cheered  as 
one  when  General  Romulo  rose  from  be¬ 
side  lately  liberated  General  Wainwright 
to  address  the  multitude  on  the  Monu¬ 
ment  Grounds.  A  sacred  hush  held  the 
throng  as  they  listened  to  what  he  had 
to  say  to  them.  Other  speeches  have  been 
forgotten.  Thi%-  one  will  never  be.  No 
one  among  his  Vast  audience  could  help 
but  feel  that  he  loved  America  and  Amer¬ 
icans.  No  one;  there  could  help  but  feel 
that — no  matter  how  much  he  loved 
America  and /Americans — he  loved  the 
Philippines  apd  the  Filipinos  more. 

General  Romulo  was  great  in  defeat. 
He  was  equally  as  great  in  victory.  In 
these  facts  lie  the  key  to  the  noble  char¬ 
acter  of  this  brilliant  and  accomplished 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  General  Romulo 
was  and  is  points  the  way  to  what  we 
should  bf  now  and  ought  to  be  iff  the  fu¬ 
ture.  gome  Americans  enjoy*  calling 
themselves  “internationalists”  and  “citi¬ 
zens  of  the  world.”  Yet,  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  confers 
their  Choicest  office  upon  a  man  who 
never  Avanted  to  be,  never  pretended  to 
be,  anything  else  except  a  Filipino 
patrift.  \ 

Lef  Americans  look  to  General  Romulo. 
Let  Jail  of  us  devote  our  lives  to  tnese 
United  States.  Not  by  cringing  apology — 
but  by  undeviating  patriotism— can  this 
Nation  attain  to  its  destined  high  place 
in- international  councils  and  justly  earn 
the  plaudits  of  the  world. 

.*  (Mr.  STEFAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  VorysI. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  to 
find  myself  in  disagreement  with  my 
beloved  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  I  agree  thor¬ 
oughly  with  the  general  observations  he 
made  a  few  moments  ago,  but  I  disagree 
with  his  conclusion  as  to  how  we  should 
vote  on  the  pending  motion.  I  am  going 
to  vote  for  the  motion. 

This  is  a  proposal  that  $150,000,000  of 
ECA  funds  be  earmarked  exclusively  for 
loans.  For  the  past  2  years  I  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  make  sure  that  they  would 
progressively  in  this  program  increase 
the  pay-back  money  and  reduce  the  give¬ 
away  money.  I  delight  in  the  fact  that 
the  conference  have  gotten  away  from 
this  10-  and  15-mcnth  juggling  and,  in¬ 
stead,  have  gotten  squarely  to  the  fiscal- 
year  basis,  and  then  made  a  10-percent 
cut  in  the  ECA  request.  Within  the  90 
percent  which  is  allowed'  is  the  $150,- 
000,000  for  loans. 

This  conference  on  ECA  funds  has 
been  going  qn  4  or  5  months,  and  to  me 
it  is  inconceivable  that  the  conferees  are 
going  to  cut  it  any  more  than  10  percent. 
I  want  to  see  in  this  bill  an  amount  ex¬ 
clusively  for  loans.  Of  course,  they  can 
make  loans  from  the  rest,  but  we  know 
they  will  not.  In  1948  I  made  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  we  make  $1,000,000,000  out  of 
the  $5,000,000,000  exclusively  for  loans 
and  guaranties.  This  year  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  I  attempted  to  earmark 
20  percent  of  the  total  exclusively  for 
loans  and  guaranties.  I  was  defeated. 
Now  we  have  at  least  $150,000,000  that 
they  cannot  use  unless  they  make  loans 
and  unless  they  get  those  countries  to 
pay  us  back.  I  do  not  believe  we  should 
strike  that  principle  from  the  bill. 
Therefore,  I  am  going  to  support  the 
proposal  to  require  that  $150,000,000  of 
the  90  percent  that  they  originally  re¬ 
quested  shall  be  exclusively  for  loans. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TABER.  As  I  understand  the 
language  this  $150,000,000  is  over  and 
above  the  $3,628,000,000  that  is  carried 
in  amendment  No.  3  and  is  not  a  part  of 
It  at  all.  That  is  the  way  the  language 
reads. 

Mr.  VORYS.  If  I  have  been  misin¬ 
formed,  I  would  like  to  be  corrected.  But 
I  understand  that  the  amount  in  the 
conference  report  for  appropriation,  plus 
this  $150,000,000  for  loans  is  10  percent 
below  the  amount  requested  for  the  fiscal 
year  1950.  Am  I  right  or  wrong  in  that 
statement? 

Mr.  GARY.  The  gentleman  is  right. 
It  is  a  10  percent  reduction.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  exactly  right.  The  amounts  in 
the  bill,  including  the  $150,000,000  equal 
90  percent  of  the  requested  fund. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Then  the  proposition  is 
clear.  These  conferees  after  battling 
over  this  thing  for  months,  have  agreed 
upon  a  10  percent  cut  below  the  amount 
requested  for  the  fiscal  year  1950  in 
which  I  concur.  Of  the  90  percent  that 
they  have  left,  $150,000,000  is  going  to  be 
exclusively  for  loans.  It  cannot  be  give¬ 
away  money.  In  that  I  concur.  Of 


course  the  rest  of  it  could  be  loans.  But 
wTe  have  learned  from  cruel  experience 
that  if  you  give  ECA  authority  to  give 
money  by  either  loans,  grants,  or  guar- 
antys,  it  is  going  to  be  by  grants.  There¬ 
fore,  I  want  to  see  at  least  $150,000,000 
pf  this  in  lo'ans  now  as  we  are  reaching 
the  middle  of  the  Marshall  plan.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  would  rather  see  a  great 
deal  more  of  it  made  as  loans,  and  not  as 
giveaway  money. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case], 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  let  us  get  this  thing  straight. 
Not  every  Member,  I  know,  can  get  a  copy 
of  the  bill  at  this  time.  But  I  have  a 
copy  The  other  body  has  put  in  two 
amendments  with  which  we  are  dealing 
in  this  discussion. 

Looking  at  page  4, 1  see  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  No.  3.  The  big  figure  for  the  ECA 
appropriation  in  the  House  was  $3,568,- 
470,000.  The  other  body  increased  that 
to  $3,628,380,000.  That  is  an  increase  of 
$60,000,000.  That  increase  has  already 
been  agreed  to  in  the  conference  report 
which  has  been  adopted. 

Now  we  are  dealing  with  a  separate 
amendment,  amendment  No.  7,  which 
appears  on  page  5,  which  authorizes  the 
Administrator  to  issue  notes  for  purchase 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  an 
amount  of  $150,000,000. 

That  is  a  separate  amendment  and  is 
an  increase  in  the  total  funds  over  and 
above  the  $60,000,000  increase  already 
agreed  to. 

I  do  not  think  anyone  will  dispute  that 
these  are  two  separate  amendments,  and 
this  amendment  that  we  are  dealing 
with  now  means  an  additional  increase 
of  $150,000,000  over  the  $60,000,000  al¬ 
ready  agreed  to. 

If  this  $150,000,000  were  to  be  sub¬ 
tracted  from  $3,628,000,000,  then  it  could 
be  said  that  we  were  converting  part  of 
the  cash  appropriation  for  gifts  into 
loans.  But  that  is  not  the  situation.  We 
are  making  two  increases.  We  have  al¬ 
ready  agreed  to  $60,000,000  cash  gift  in¬ 
crease  and  now  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary] 
would  have  us  agree  to  a  further  increase 
by  adding  $150,000,000  for  loans. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GARY.  Will  the  gentleman  point 
out  to  the  House  that  the  House  figure 
was  for  10  y2  months,  whereas  the  Senate 
figure  is  for  12  months?  Let  us  be  fair 
in  the  whole  situation. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  I 
think  that  is  permissive,  but  even  so,  that 
would  give  them  more  than  they  have 
been  spending  each  month. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  The  House 
figure  was  for  12  months,  with  the  proviso 
that  if  necessary  it  could  be  used  in  the 
period  of  IOV2  months.  If  Mr.  Hoffman 
succeeded  in  making  the  House  figure 
good  for  the  entire  period  of  12  months, 


13817 


1949  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


« 


then  the  Senate  figure  is  $210,000, 00C 
above  the  House  figure. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes; 
sixty  million  plus  one  hundred  and  fifty 
million.  So  here  we  are  to  vote  upon  a 
second  increase  over  the  House  figure. 
It  is  not  a  conversion  of  part  of  that 
amount  into  loans;  it  is  an  additional 
item  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  million  for 
loans. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Dakota  has  expired. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very  serious  mat¬ 
ter  but  not  a  complicated  one,  and  there 
is  no  use  in  trying  to  make  it  so. 

The  budget  estimates  for  the  ECA 
for  the  fiscal  year  1950  were  slightly  over 
$4,000,000,000.  That  was  the  request 
that  was  made  of  the  Congress.  The 
House  cut  those  funds  $600,000,000,  which 
was  approximately  15  percent,  to  the 
figure  $4,568,470,000.  But  the  House 
provided  that,  if  necessary,  they  could 
spend  those  funds  within  10%  months, 
which  meant  that  they  would  have  given 
them,  if  necessary,  the  amount  that  they 
requested.  The  House  figures  were  on 
the  basis  of  10%  months,  to  give  them 
substantially  what  was  requested,  if 
necessary. 

The  bill  went  to  the  Senate.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  insisted  that  the  10%-month  provi¬ 
sion  be  eliminated,  and  that  we  put  this 
appropriation  on  a  12-months  basis. 
Therefore  they  made  an  increase  so  that 
the  decrease  in  the  House,  which  would 
have  crippled  the  ECA  would  be  slightly 
modified.  Instead  of  increasing  them 
$200,000,000  and  making  the  cuts  $400,- 
000,000,  they  increased  the  cash  ap¬ 
propriation  approximately  $60,000,000 
and  then  gave  the  ECA  authority  to 
make  $150,000,000  in  loans.  Those  loans 
will  be  made  through  the  Export-Import 
Bank,  and  that  bank  has  had  a  remark¬ 
able  record  in  the  liquidation  of  loans. 
So  that  of  all  the  money  we  have  ap¬ 
propriated,  this  is  money  we  can  expect 
to  get  back.  They  provide,  of  course, 
that  the  ECA  shall  find  projects  to 
make  sound  loans  upon,  to  the  extent 
of  $150,000,000.  They  have  made  a  sur¬ 
vey  and  they  now  think  they  can  secure 
$150,000,000  in  sound  loans.  If  we  are 
going  to  cut  this  appropriation  at  all, 
certainly  we  should  not  cut  the  loan  pro¬ 
vision  that  we  are  going  to  get  back.  If 
there  is  going  to  be  any  cut,  it  should 
have  been  in  the  cash  amounts  that  we 
obtained. 

Including  the  $60,000,000  increase  in 
cash  that  the  Senate  made,  and  the 
$150,000,000  in  loans,  the  amount  that 
is  provided  in  the  conference  report  at 
the  present  time  is  $400,000,000  less  than 
the  budget  request.  Let  us  get  that 
straight.  It  means  that  if  this  bill  is 
adopted  there  has  been,  even  with  the 
$150,000,000,  a  10-percent  cut  in  ECA 
funds  for  the  fiscal  year  1950. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  motion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  to  recede  and  concur  in  Senate 
amendment  No.  7. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Taber)  there 
were — ayes  118,  noes  87. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  there  is  not  a 
quorum  present,  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 
[After  counting.]  Two  hundred  and 
thirty-eight  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  177,  nays  124,  not  voting  131, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  207] 


YEAS— 177 


Addonizio 

Gorski,  N.  Y. 

Morgan 

Albert 

Gossett 

Moulder 

Anderson,  Calif. Granger 

Murdock 

Andrews 

Grant 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Aspinall 

Hale 

Nixon 

BaHey 

Hardy 

Noland 

Bates,  Ky. 

Harris 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Bates,  Mass. 

Harrison 

O'Brien.  Mich. 

Battle 

Hart 

O’Hara,  Hi. 

Beckworth 

Havenner 

O’Neill 

Blemlller 

Hays,  Ark. 

O’Sullivan 

Bolton,  Md. 

Hedrick 

O’Toole 

Boykin 

Herlong 

Pace 

Breen 

Herter 

Patman 

Brown,  Ga. 

Heselton 

Patten 

Buchanan 

Hobbs 

Perkins 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Hollfleld 

Peterson 

Burke 

Holmes 

Pickett 

Burleson 

Hope 

Polk 

Burton 

Jackson,  Wash.  Preston 

Camp 

Jacobs 

Price 

Canfield 

Johnson 

Priest 

Cannon 

Jones,  Ala. 

Quinn 

Carnahan 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rabaut 

Carroll' 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Regan 

Case,  N.  J. 

Judd 

Rhodes 

Cavalcante 

Karst 

Rodino 

Chelf 

Karsten 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Chesney 

Kean 

Rooney 

Christopher 

Keating 

Sasscer 

Clemente 

Kelley 

Sims 

Combs 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Cooley 

Kilday 

Smith,  Va. 

Cooper 

King 

Spence 

Cox 

Klrwan 

Stanley 

Crook 

Kruse 

Stigler 

Davenport. 

Lanham 

Sullivan 

Davies,  N  Y. 

Leslnskl 

Sutton 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lind 

Teague 

Dawson 

Llnehan 

Thomas,  Tex. 

DeGraffenried 

Lucas 

Thompson 

Delaney 

Lyle 

Thorn  berry 

Denton 

McCarthy 

Tollefson 

Dolllnger 

McCormack 

Trimble 

Dough  ton 

McGrath 

Underwood 

Doyle 

McGuire 

Vorys 

Durham 

McKinnon 

Wagner 

Elliott 

Madden 

Walsh 

Fallon 

Magee 

Welch 

Fernandez 

Mahon 

Wheeler 

Fisher 

Marsalis 

Whitten 

Fogarty 

Marshall 

Wickersham 

Forand 

Merrow 

Wier 

Frazier 

Michener 

Wilson,  Okla. 

Fugate 

Miles 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Gary 

Miller,  Calif. 

Winstead 

Gathings 

Mills 

Yates 

Gordon 

Mitchell 

Young 

Gorski,  Ill. 

Monroney 

NAYS— 124 

Zablockl 

Abernethy 

Brown,  Ohio 

Ellsworth 

Allen,  Calif. 

Bryson 

Engel,  Mich. 

Andersen, 

Burdick 

Fenton 

H.  Carl 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Ford 

Andresen, 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Gamble 

August  H. 

Chlperfield 

Gavin 

Angell 

Church 

Gillette 

Arends 

Clevenger 

Gojden 

Auchincloss 

Cole,  Kans. 

Graham 

Barden 

Colmer 

Gross 

Barrett,  Wyo. 

Cotton 

Gwinn 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Cunningham 

Hagen 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Curtis 

Hall, 

Bishop 

Davis,  Wis. 

Edwin  Artht 

Blackney 

D'Ewart 

Halleck 

Boggs,  Del. 

Dolliver 

Hill 

Brehm 

Dondero 

Hlnshaw 

Hoeven 

Miller,  Md. 

Secrest 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Miller,  Nebr. 

Shafer 

Hull 

Morris 

Sikes 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Morton 

Simpson,  III. 

James 

Murray,  Wis. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Jenlson 

Nelson 

Smith,  Kafas. 

Jenkins 

Nicholson 

Smith,  Wis. 

Jennings 

Norrell 

Stefan 

Jensen 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Stockman 

Jonas 

Passman 

Taber 

Kearney 

Patterson 

Tackett 

Kearns 

Phillips,  Tenn. 

Talle 

Keefe 

Potter 

Towe 

Kilburn 

Poulson 

Van  Zandt 

Larcade 

Powell 

Velde 

LeCompte 

Rankin 

Vursell 

LeFevre 

Redden 

Wadsworth 

Lemke 

Rees 

Weichel 

McConnell 

Rich 

Werdel 

McCulloch 

Rivers 

White,  Calif. 

McDonough 

Sadia  k 

Wigglesworth 

McGregor 

St.  George 

Williams 

Mack,  Wash. 

Sanborn 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Martin,  Mass. 
Mason 

Meyer 

Saylor 

Scrivner 

Scudder 

Woodruff 

NOT  VOTING— 131 

Abbitt 

Garmatz 

Norblad 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gilmer 

Norton 

Allen,  La. 

Goodwin 

O’Konskl 

Baring 

Gore 

Pfeifer. 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Granahan 

Joseph  L. 

Beall 

Green 

Pfeiffer, 

Bentsen 

Gregory 

William  L. 

Bland 

Hall, 

Phllbln 

Blatnik 

Leonard  W. 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Boggs,  La. 

Hand 

Plumley 

Bolling 

Harden 

Poage 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Hare 

Rains 

Bonner 

Harvey 

Ramsay 

Bosone 

Hays,  Ohio 

Reed,  Ill. 

Bramblett 

Hubert 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Brooks 

Heffernan 

Rlbicoff 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Heller 

Richards 

Bulwinkle 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Rlehlman 

Burnside 

Horan 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Howell 

Roosevelt 

Carlyle 

Huber 

Sabath 

Celler 

Irving 

Sadowski 

Chatham 

Javits 

Scott,  Hardle 

Chudoff 

Kee 

Scott, 

Cole.  N.  Y. 

Kennedy 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Corbett 

Keogh 

Sheppard 

Coudert 

Klein 

Short 

Crawford 

Kunkel 

Smith,  Ohio 

Crosser 

Lane 

Staggers 

Dague 

Latham 

Steed 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Lichtenwalter 

Tauriello 

Deane 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Dlngell 

Lovre 

Thomas,  N.  J 

Donohue 

Lynch 

Vinson 

Douglas 

McMillan,  S.  C. 

Walter 

Eaton 

McMillen,  Ill. 

Whitaker 

Eberharter 

McSweeney 

White,  Idaho 

Elston 

Mack,  Ill. 

Whittington 

Engle,  Calif. 

Macy 

Willis 

Evins 

Mansfield 

Withrow 

Feighan 

Marcantonio 

Wolcott 

Fellows 

Martin,  Iowa 

Wolverton 

Flood 

Morrison 

Wood  - 

Fulton 

Multer 

Woodhouse 

Furcolo 

Murphy 

Worley 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Boggs  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr.  Hare 
against. 

Mr.  Morrison  for,  with  Mr.  Hand  against. 

Mr.  Garmatz  for,  with  Mr.  Dague  against. 

Mr.  Vinson  for,  with  Mr.  Lichtenwalter 
against. 

Mrs.  Douglas  for,  with  Mr.  Kearns  against. 

Mr.  Evins  for,  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio 
against. 

Mrs.  Bolton  of  Ohio  for,  with  Mr.  Hoffman 
of  Illinois  against. 

Mr.  Byrne  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr.  Marc- 
antonio  against. 

Mr.  Feighan  for,  with  Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois 
against. 

Mr.  Mansfield  for,  with  Mr.  Reed  of  Illinois 
against. 

General  pairs  until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Whittington  with  Mr.  Wolverton. 

Mr.  Eberharter  with  Mrs.  Rogers  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 
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Mr.  Gilmer  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Hubert  with  Mr.  Macy. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Beall. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Cole  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Granahan  with  Mr.  Thomas  of  New 
Jersey. 

Mr.  Lane  with  Mr.  Wolcott. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  With¬ 
row. 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Chudoff  with  Mr.  Short. 

Mr.  Huber  with  Mr.  Coudert. 

Mr.  Tauriello  with  Mr.  Elston. 

Mr.  Riblcoff  with  Mr.  Goodwin. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Leonard  W.  Hall. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Richards  with  Mr.  Hardie  Scott. 

Mr.  Green  with  Mr.  Reed  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Harvey. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Eaton. 

Mrs.  Norton  with  Mr.  Bramblett. 

Mr.  Furcolo  with  Mr.  Fellows. 

Mr.  McSweeney  with  Mr.  Phillips  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  McMillan  of  South  Carolina  with  Mr. 
William  L.  Pfeiffer. 

Mr.  Deane  with  Mr.  Hugh  D.  Scott,  Jr. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Crawford. 

Mr.  Flood  with  Mr.  Kunkel. 

Mr.  Engle  of  California  with  Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Lovre. 

Mr.  Walter  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Whitaker  with  Mr.  Corbett. 

Mr.  Allen  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Riehlman. 

Mr.  Bonner  with  Mr.  Plumley. 

Mr.  Wood  with  Mr.  McMillen  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Brooks  with  Mr.  O’Konski. 

Mr.  Worley  with  Mr.  Fulton. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows  : 

Amendment  No.  8:  Page  5,  line  14,  insert: 

“The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such 
amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  pub¬ 
licity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other 
available  media,  so  as  to  Inform  the  peoples 
of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and 
character,  furnished  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer:  Provided,  That  quarterly  reports  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950  shall  be  made  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Administrator  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  with  an 
amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Gary  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree  to  the 
same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert: 

“The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such 
amounts  of  the  local  currency  allocated  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472, 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be 
necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous  pub¬ 
licity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other 
available  media,  so  as  to  inform  the  peoples 
of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and 
character,  furnished  by  the  American  tax¬ 
payer.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Gary]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  10:  Page  6,  line  16,  in¬ 
sert: 

"CHINESE  STUDENTS 

"The  President  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  allocate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the 
sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  unobligated 
balance  of  the  amount  made  available  under 
section  12  of  the  act  entitled  ‘An  act  to 
amend  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948’,  approved  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47,  81st  Cong.),  to  be  used,  under  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State 
may  prescribe,  for  necessary  expenses  of 
tuition,  subsistence,  and  return  passage  to 
China  for  selected  citizens  of  China  to  study 
in  accredited  colleges,  universities,  or  other 
educational  institutions  in  the  United  States 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the 
purposes  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount  to 
remain  available  until  expended.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  with  an 
amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  Clerk’s 
desk. 

The  Clerk  read,  as  follows; 

Mr.  Gary  moves  that  the  House  recede  from 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree  to  the  same 
with  an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  said 
amendment,  insert: 

"The  President  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  allocate  to  the  Secretary  of  State  not  to 
exceed  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  un¬ 
obligated  balance  of  the  amount  made  avail¬ 
able  under  section  12  of  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  amend  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act 
of  1948,”  approved  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law 
47,  81st  C'ong.),  to  be  used,  under  such  reg¬ 
ulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition,  sub¬ 
sistence,  and  return  passage  to  China  for 
selected  citizens  of  China  to  study  in  ac¬ 
credited  colleges,  universities,  or  other  edu¬ 
cational  institution  in  the  United  States 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the 
purposes  of  this  paragraph;  such  amount  to 
remain  available  until  expended.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  14:  Page  12,  line 
2,  insert  the  following:  “:  Provided  further, 
That  when  the  Department  of  the  Army,  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1911, 
as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  furnishes  sub¬ 
sistence  supplies  to  personnel  of  civilian 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Government 
serving  in  Germany,  payment  therefor  by 
such  personnel  shall  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  10  per  centum-  additional  charge  re¬ 
quired  by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  sub¬ 
sistence  supplies  by  such  personnel  shall  be 
at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian  per¬ 
sonnel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army  serv¬ 
ing  in  Germany.” 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  In  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  16:  Page  18,  line 
23,  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army 


is  authorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown 
Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  W.  Va„  the 
Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Hender¬ 
son,  Ky.,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Tex.,  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  anhydrous  ammonia  for  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  materials 
or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the 
occupied  countries  and  for  sale  for  use  in 
the  Republic  of  South  Korea.  From  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited 
to  the  appropriation  for  ‘Government  and 
relief  in  occupied  areas’  an  amount  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such  ma¬ 
terials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous  re- 
cepits  of  the  Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public 
Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  and  any  other 
laws  in  conflict  herewith,  are  repealed  effec¬ 
tive  June  30,  1949." 

Mr-  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  recede  and  concur  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  with  an  amendment. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Mr.  Gary  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16  and  agree  to  the 
same  with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu 
of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by 
said  amendment  insert: 

“Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  the  Department  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown 
Ordnance  Works  at  Morgantown,  W.  Va.,  the 
Ohio  River  Ordnance  Works  at  West  Hender¬ 
son,  Ky.,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Tex.,  and  to  use  the 
appropriation  herein  made  for  ‘Government 
and  relief  in  occupied  areas’  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  anhydrous  ammonia  for  the 
manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer  mate¬ 
rials  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use 
in  the  occupied  countries  and  for  sale  for 
use  in  the  Republic  of  South  Korea.  From 
the  proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be 
credited  to  the  appropriation  for  ‘Govern¬ 
ment  and  relief  in  occupied  areas’  an  amount 
equivalent  to  the  cost  of  production  of  such 
materials  and  any  balance  to  miscellaneous 
receipts  of  the  Treasury.  Section  205  of 
Public  Law  793,  Eightieth  Congress,  and  any 
other  laws  in  conflict  herewith,  are  repealed, 
effective  June  30,  1949.” 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 

iBBBW"1  mifTB  ■  Ter-  -war  -w-m 

ILECTION  IS  ON  AND  THE  CONSUMER/ 
AYER  WILL  PAY  THE  COST  f 

MiV  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  ;Mr, 
Speaker,  there  was  a  time  in  the  history 
of  our  country  when  vote-buyin^/politi- 
cians  £U\d  special  privileg^seeking 
groups  earned  on  their  activities  under 
cover.  Theb,  the  public  romidly  con¬ 
demned  the  Individual  or  ^roup  which 
sought  support  or  special  privilege 
through  the  us^  of  prjwate  or  public 
funds. 

As  proof,  we  ha^teylbut  to  recall  the 
case  of  Senator  Newberry,  who  did  no 
more  than  use  his /wri  money  to  publi¬ 
cize  his  candidacy.  B&iause  he  spent 
not  illegally  biffr  too  lib^ally,  he  was 
convicted  of  a  criminal  offense  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  jury  in  Michigan.  That  conviction 
was  reversed*;  the  Supreme  Cd^rt  of  the 
United  Stajres  declaring  him  guirUess,  but 
neverthel/ss  he  was  publicly  dis\edited 
and  humiliated. 


deal,  fair  deal  impair  integrity 
But;  more  than  16  years  of  the 
Deal  and  the  Fair  Deal  have  so  seduce? 
some  of  the  voters,  destroyed  their 
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AN  ACT 

Making  appropriations  for  foreign  aid  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  following 
sums  are  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  namely: 

TITLE  I 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
Senate 

CONTINGENT  EXPENSES  OF  THE  SENATE 

Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Cooperation:  For  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion,  as  authorized  by  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth  Congress,  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress,  including  per  diem  and  sub¬ 
sistence  expenses,  without  regard  to  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949, 
approved  June  9, 1949,  from  October  2, 1949,  to  June  30, 1950,  $110,000 : 
Provided ,  That  the  amount  herein  appropriated  shall  include  all 
expenses  necessary  to  liquidate  the  affairs  of  the  joint  committee  not 
later  than  June  30, 1950. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 

ECONOMIC  COOPERATION 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the 
Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47),  for  the  period  commencing 
April  3, 1949,  through  June  30, 1949,  including  expenses  of  attendance 
at  meetings  concerned  with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not 
to  exceed  $6,000)  ;  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles;  maintenance  and 
operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage  claims  pursuant 
to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law 
(5  U.  S.  C.  150) ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  transportation  of 
privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not  to  exceed  $6,000)  ; 
exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651  of  the  Revised 
Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $1,074,000,000:  Provided ,  That  not  to 
exceed  $4,400,000  in  the  aggregate  shall  be  available  from  this  appro¬ 
priation  and  the  appropriation  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid 
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Appropriation  Act,  1949,  for  administrative  expenses  during  the 
period  April  3,  1949,  through  June  30,  1949. 

For  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  President  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47),  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1950,  including  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings  concerned 
with  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation  (not  to  exceed  $30,000) ; 
purchase  (not  to  exceed  two)  and  hire  of  passenger  motor  vehicles; 
maintenance  and  operation  and  hire  of  aircraft;  payment  of  damage 
claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672) ;  health  service  program  as 
authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C.  150)  ;  rents  in  the  District  of  Columbia; 
transportation  of  privately  owned  automobiles;  entertainment  (not 
to  exceed  $25,000)  ;  exchange  of  funds  without  regard  to  section  3651 
of  the  Revised  Statutes;  and  loss  by  exchange;  $3,628,380,000,  of 
which  not  to  exceed  $350,000  shall  be  available  for  expenditures  of  a 
confidential  character  (other  than  entertainment)  under  the  direction 
of  the  Administrator  or  the  Deputy  Administrator,  who  shall  make 
a  certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure  which  he  may 
think  it  advisable  not  to  specify,- and  every  such  certificate  shall  be 
deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified  :  Provided , 
That  this  appropriation  shall  be  consolidated  and  merged  with  appro¬ 
priations  under  this  head  for  prior  periods,  and  such  consolidated 
appropriation  may  be  used  during  the  fiscal  year  1950  within  limita¬ 
tions  herein  specified :  Provided  further ,  That  not  to  exceed  $16,500,000 
of  such  consolidated  appropriation  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  during  the  fiscal  year  1950,  of  which  not  more  than 
$25,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Administrator  for  any  further  action 
he  may  consider  advisable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  115  (f ) 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
April  19,  1949  (Public  Law  47)  :  Provided  further ,  That  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  authorized  to  issue  notes  from  time  to  time  during  the  fiscal 
year  1950  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  an  amount 
not  exceeding  in  the  aggregate  $150,000,000,  for  the  purpose  of  allo¬ 
cating  funds  during  such  fiscal  year  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
Washington  for  assistance  on  credit  terms  under  the  provisions  of 
said  Act;  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  111  (c)  of 
said  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  applicable,  be  applicable  to  the  notes 
authorized  to  be  issued  in  this  proviso  and  to  all  functions  of  the 
Administrator,  the  Seci’etary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Export-Import 
Bank  of  Washington  in  extending  the  assistance  provided  for  herein. 

The  Administrator  shall  utilize  such  amounts  of  the  local  currency 
allocated  pursuant  to  section  115  (h)  of  Public  Law  472,  Eightieth 
Congress,  as  amended,  as  may  be  necessary,  to  give  full  and  continuous 
publicity  through  the  press,  radio,  and  all  other  available  media,  so 
as  to  inform  the  peoples  of  the  participating  countries  regarding  the 
assistance,  including  its  purpose,  source,  and  character,  furnished  by 
the  American  taxpayer. 

ASSISTANCE  TO  GREECE  AND  TURKEY 

For  an  additional  amount  for  “Assistance  to  Greece  and  Turkey”, 
as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  May  22,  1947  (61  Stat.  103),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  to  be  available  immediately,  $45,000,000,  which, 
together  with  the  amounts  heretofore  appropriated  under  this  head, 
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shall  remain  available  until  June  30,  1950;  and  the  existing  limita¬ 
tion  under  this  head  in  the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriation  Act,  1949, 
on  the  amount  available  for  administrative  expenses,  shall  continue 
in  effect;  and  the  existing  limitation  under  said  head  on  the  amount 
available  for  such  expenses  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  increased 
from  “$400,000”  to  “$425,000” :  Provided ,  That  said  limitations  shall 
apply  only  to  the  administrative  expenses  of  the  Department  of  State. 

CHINESE  STUDENTS 

The  President  is  authorized  and  directed  to  allocate  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  out  of  any  unobli¬ 
gated  balance  of  the  amount  made  available  under  section  12  of  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of 
1948”,  approved  April  19, 1949  (Public  Law  47,  Eighty-first  Congress) , 
to  be  used,  under  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  State  may  pre¬ 
scribe,  for  necessary  expenses  of  tuition,  subsistence,  and  return  passage 
to  China  for  selected  citizens  of  China  to  study  in  accredited  colleges, 
universities,  or  other  educational  institutions  in  the  United  States 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph ; 
such  amount  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 

Department  of  the  Army — Civil  Functions 

GOVERNMENT  AND  RELIEF  IN  OCCUPIED  AREAS 

For  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  necessary  to  meet  the 
responsibilities  and  obligations  of  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  the  government  or  occupation  of  certain  foreign  areas,  includ¬ 
ing  personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere  and, 
subject  to  such  authorizations  and  limitations  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned,  tuition,  per¬ 
sonal  allowances  (not  to  exceed  $10  per  day),  travel  expenses  (not 
to  exceed  those  authorized  for  like  United  States  military  or  civilian 
personnel),  and  fees  incident  to  instruction  in  the  United  States  or 
elsewhere  of  such  persons  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  appropriation;  travel  expenses  and  transportation; 
services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946 
(5  U.  S.  C.  55a),  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  $50  per  diem  for  indi¬ 
viduals;  health  service  program  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.  S.  C. 
150)  ;  payment  of  claims  pursuant  to  law  (28  U.  S.  C.  2672)  ;  transla¬ 
tion  rights,  photographic  work,  educational  exhibits,  and  dissemina¬ 
tion  of  information,  including  preview  and  review  expenses  incident 
thereto;  expenses  incident  to  the  operation  of  schools  for  American 
children;  printing  and  binding;  purchase  and  hire  of  passenger 
motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  repair  and  maintenance  of  buildings, 
utilities,  facilities,  and  appurtenances;  contingencies  for  the  United 
States  commanders,  commissioners,  or  other  administrators  of  foreign 
areas,  to  be  expended  in  their  respective  discretions  (not  exceeding 
amounts  authorized  or  approved  by  the  head  of  the  department  or 
agency  concerned) ;  such  minimum  supplies  for  the  civilian  popula¬ 
tions  of  such  areas  as  may  be  essential  to  prevent  starvation,  disease, 
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or  unrest,  prejudicial  to  the  objectives  sought  to  be  accomplished; 
and  such  supplies,  commodities,  and  equipment  as  may  be  essential 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  appropriation ;  $912,500,000,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $42,500,000  shall  be  available  for  administrative  expenses : 
Provided ,  That  the  general  provisions  of  the  appropriation  Act  for 
the  fiscal  year  1950  for  the  military  functions  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  shall  apply  to  expenditures  made  by  that  Department 
from  this  appropriation :  Provided  further ,  That  expenditures  from 
this  appropriation  may  be  made  outside  continental  United  States, 
when  necessary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  sections 
355,  1136,  3648,  and  3734,  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  civil  service 
or  classification  laws,  or  provisions  of  law  prohibiting  payment  of 
any  person  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided  fwdher, 
That  expenditures  from  this  appropriation  may  be  made,  when  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  its  purposes,  without  regard  to  section  3709,  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  and  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of 
1947  (Public  Law  413,  Eightieth  Congress)  :  Provided  further ,  That 
expenditures  may  be  made  hereunder  for  the  purposes  of  economic 
rehabilitation  in  the  occupied  areas  in  such  manner  as  to  be  consistent 
with  the  general  objectives  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended:  Provided  further ,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder 
and  unexpended  at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  occupation  by  the 
United  States,  of  any  area  for  which  such  funds  are  made  available, 
may  be  expended  by  the  President  for  the  procurement  of  such  com¬ 
modities  and  technical  services,  and  commodities  procured  from  funds 
herein  or  heretofore  appropriated  for  government  and  relief  in  occu¬ 
pied  areas  and  not  delivered  to  such  an  area  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
termination  of  occupation,  may  be  utilized  by  the  President,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  assist  in  the  maintenance  of  the  political  and  economic 
stability  of  such  areas :  Provided  further ,  That  before  any  such  assist¬ 
ance  is  made  available,  an  agreement  shall  be  entered  into  between  the 
United  States  and  the  recognized  government  or  authority  with  respect 
to  such  area  containing  such  undertakings  by  such  government  or 
authority  as  the  President  may  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order 
to  assure  the  efficient  use  of  such  assistance  in  furtherance  of  such 
purposes :  Provided  further,  That  such  agreement  shall,  when  appli¬ 
cable,  include  requirements  and  undertakings  corresponding  to  the 
requirements  and  undertakings  specified  in  sections  5,  6,  and  7  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Act  of  1947  (Public  Law  389,  approved  December 
17,  1947)  :  Provided  further ,  That  funds  appropriated  hereunder 
may  be  used,  insofar  as  practicable,  and  under  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency 
concerned,  to  pay  ocean  transportation  charges  from  United  States 
ports,  including  territorial  ports,  to  ports  in  Japan  and  the  Ryukyus 
for  the  movement  of  supplies  donated  to,  or  purchased  by,  United 
States  voluntary  nonprofit  relief  agencies  registered  with  and  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  or 
of  relief  packages  consigned  to  individuals  residing  in  such  countries :  j 
Provided  further ,  That  under  the  rules  and  regulations  to  be  pre¬ 
scribed,  the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  concerned  shall  fix 
and  pay  a  uniform  rate  per  pound  for  the  ocean  transportation  of 
all  relief  packages  of  food  or  other  general  classification  of  com¬ 
modities  shipped  to  Japan  or  the  Ryukyus  regardless  of  methods  of 
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shipment  and  higher  rates  charged  by  particular  agencies  of  trans¬ 
portation,  but  this  proviso  shall  not  apply  to  shipments  made  by 
individuals  to  individuals :  Provided  further ,  That  the  President  may 
transfer  to  any  other  department  or  agency  any  function  or  func¬ 
tions  provided  for  under  this  appropriation,  and  there  shall  be 
transferred  to  any  such  department  or  agency  such  unobligated  bal¬ 
ances  of  this  appropriation  and,  without  reimbursement  and  without 
regard  to  the  appropriation  from  which  procured,  such  property  as 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  relate 
primarily  to  any  function  or  functions  so  transferred ;  and  any  funds 
so  transferred  may  be  expended  either  under  the  authority  contained 
herein  or  under  the  authority  governing  the  activities  of  the 
department  or  agency  concerned:  Provided  further ,  That  when  the 
Department  of  the  Arm}'-,  under  the  authority  of  the  Act  of  March 
3,  1911,  as  amended  (10  U.  S.  C.  1253),  furnishes  subsistence  supplies 
to  personnel  of  civilian  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government 
serving  in  Germany,  payment  therefor  by  such  personnel  shall  be 
made  without  regard  to  the  10  per  centum  additional  charge  required 
by  said  Act,  but  payment  for  subsistence  supplies  by  such  personnel 
shall  be  at  the  same  rate  as  is  paid  by  civilian  personnel  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army  serving  in  Germany. 

TITLE  II— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  201.  No  part  of  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  salary  or  wages  of  any  person  who  engages  in  a 
strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  who  is  a  member 
of  an  organization  of  Government  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to 
strike  against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  who  advocates, 
or  is  a  member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence :  Provided ,  That 
for  the  purposes  hereof  an  affidavit  shall  be  considered  prima  facie 
evidence  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  has  not  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  this  section  engaged  in  a  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  is  not  a  member  of  an  organization  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  or  that  such  person  does  not  advocate,  and  is  not  a 
member  of  an  organization  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  by  force  or  violence :  Provided  further , 
That  any  person  who  engages  in  a  strike  against  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organization  of  Government 
employees  that  asserts  the  right  to  strike  against  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  or  who  advocates,  or  who  is  a  member  of  an  organi¬ 
zation  that  advocates,  the  overthrow  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  by  force  or  violence  and  accepts  employment  the  salary  or  wages 
for  which  are  paid  from  any  appropriation  contained  in  this  Act  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  felony  and,  upon  conviction,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$1,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both:  Provided 
further,  That  the  above  penalty  clause  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not 
in  substitution  for,  any  other  provisions  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  202.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  operate  the  Morgantown  Ordnance 
Works  at  Morgantown,  West  Virginia,  the  Ohio  River  Ordnance 
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Works  at  West  Henderson,  Kentucky,  and  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Works  at  San  Jacinto,  Texas,  and  to  use  the  appropriation  herein 
made  for  Government  and  Relief  in  Occupied  Areas  for  the  production 
of  anhydrous  ammonia  for  the  manufacture  of  nitrogenous  fertilizer 
materials  or  nitrogenous  compounds  for  its  use  in  the  occupied  coun¬ 
tries  and  for  sale  for  use  in  the  Republic  of  South  Korea.  From  the 
proceeds  of  materials  sold  there  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation 
for  “Government  and  relief  in  occupied  areas”  an  amount  equivalent 
to  the  cost  of  production  of  such  materials  and  any  balance  to  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  Section  205  of  Public  Law  793, 
Eightieth  Congress,  and  any  other  laws  in  conflict  herewith,  are 
repealed  effective  June  30,  1949. 

Sec.  203.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Aid  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1950”. 

Approved  October  6,  1949. 


